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PAR eevee, 


This is a history of French representative institutions from the begin- 
ning of the reign of Charles VII until the death of Henry II just before 
the outbreak of the Wars of Religion. It is intended to demonstrate the 
popular, consultative nature of the Renaissance Monarchy, not to give 
a detailed description of each assembly. To do so would be impossible 
because the “Estates General” or the ‘‘assembly of the three estates” * 
was only one of many representative institutions that flourished in 
France. There were often local assemblies of the three estates in vis- 
counties, provostships, dioceses, bailiwicks, and seneschalsies. Above 
these local estates there were provincial or governmental estates in 
Brittany, Normandy, Languedoc, Burgundy, and elsewhere. Still larger 
were the regional assemblies like the estates of Languedoil. Finally 
there were assemblies to which only one estate was summoned. There 
were local, provincial, regional, and national assemblies of the Catholic 
clergy, the Protestants, the nobility, and the towns. No work, however 
long, could hope to do justice to this variant and luxuriant growth. 
Therefore, I have dealt with all the assemblies in a cursory fashion 
except for the Estates General of 1484 which I have treated at length 
to show the problems faced by the government officials and deputies 
during the period. It is my intention at a later date to carry the narra- 


1 These two terms were used interchangeably during the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries, but there was a marked preference for calling the institution an “assembly 
of the three estates” in the fifteenth century. However, examples of the use of the 
term “Estates General” may be found at this time. (See Mayer, IX, 212; Archives 
historiques du Rouergue, VII [1930], 381-82; and Gustave Dupont-Ferrier, Etudes 
sur les institutions financiéres de la France 4 la fin du moyen age [Paris, 1932], H, 
24.) Neither the number of people who attended nor the way in which they were 
chosen affected the nomenclature. Even the small assembly held at Paris in 1558 
was occasionally referred to as being an Estates General. (See AD, Cote dOrs€ 
3,469, and for the comparable phrase of “a general assembly of the estates of 
France,” see AD, Céte d’Or, C 3,062, fol. 255.) 
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tive to the middle of the seventeenth century in the hope of explaining 
why representative institutions decayed in France just before the Eng- 
lish Parliament insured forever its position in the government of the 
nation. 

It is also my intention to make an analytical study of the Estates 
General. The first volume in this project, The Deputies to the Estates 
General in Renaissance France, has just been published. It is a study 
of the deputies to the Estates General: who they were, how they were 
elected, how they lived during the sessions, and how they were paid. 
This involves a long account of the composition and procedures used 
in the local and provincial estates that elected deputies to the Estates 
General. It also contains evidence to support my interpretation of the 
nature of the Renaissance Monarchy in France. It was largely through 
the study of these oft-neglected local institutions that I felt forced to 
adopt the position I have taken in this volume. Later, I plan to publish 
studies on the procedures used in the Estates General and on French 
public opinion as seen in the local, provincial, and national cahiers. A 
bibliography will be included in one of these works. 

This study has been made possible by the generous assistance of 
many foundations and individuals. Fulbright and John Simon Guggen- 
heim Memorial fellowships enabled me to spend the years 1952-54 in 
France, locating and microfilming unpublished material, and a three- 
year Faculty Research Fellowship of the Social Science Research 
Council gave me the time to write this volume. In addition, funds 
granted by the Carnegie Foundation and the University Center in 
Georgia made it possible for me to do research in the Harvard Uni- 
versity libraries during the summers of 1951 and 1955. To Emory 
University I am indebted for additional financial assistance and for the 
readiness with which leaves of absence from my normal academic duties 
have been granted. 

To numerous librarians and archivists both in Paris and in the de- 
partments, I wish to express my gratitude for the assistance they have 
given me in locating and microfilming manuscripts and other materials. 
Without their help there would be many more omissions and errors in 
this volume. To Professors Helmut Koenigsberger of the University of 
Manchester, Gaines Post of the University of Wisconsin, Gordon Grif- 
fiths of the University of Washington, and Walter Love of Emory 
University, I give thanks for their careful criticisms of the entire vol- 
ume. To the many scholars at Princeton, Emory, and elsewhere who 
have assisted me in various ways, to the library staff of Emory Uni- 
versity, to our departmental secretaries, and to the graduate students 
who have participated in phases of this work, I also wish to express 
my appreciation. Above all others, I must thank my wife who not 
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only assumed the usual chores of typist, proofreader, and critic, but 
also followed me on my wanderings through France with four small 
children and found time to copy some of the microfilmed manuscripts 
we brought home. Indeed, as I look back on the past few years, I realize 
more and more how much this book is a family project that has been 
made possible through the co-operative efforts of generous foundations, 
helpful librarians and archivists, and able historians. 
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Phe Renaissance (Monarchy wm France 


General Considerations 


“Francis I was an absolute monarch.”* So wrote Henry Lemonnier 
in one of the volumes of that splendid history edited by Ernest Lavisse. 
How often this statement has been made; but does it give a true picture 
of the Renaissance Monarchy of France? Any study of representative 
institutions during the period must consider this question. 

Although Burckhardt recognized the nature of the government of 
the Italian states as one of the principal causative factors that produced 
the Italian Renaissance, his successors have tended to disregard the 
insight of the brilliant Swiss scholar in favor of economic-social con- 
siderations. There are many political histories, but neither for Italy 
nor for the kingdoms to the north has sufficient effort been made to 
define the underlying characteristics of the government of the monarchs 
who played such a large role during the transitional period that was the 
Renaissance.” 

There were no dynastic changes to aid in developing the concept of 
a Renaissance Monarchy for France, yet it seems undeniable that there 
was considerable difference between the monarchies of, let us say, 
Philip IV, Francis I, and Louis XIV; between the Medieval, the 
Renaissance, and the Baroque. The reigns of Charles VII and Louis XI 
were the formative period of the Renaissance Monarchy. During the 
following century it matured and developed, and during the reigns of 
Henry IV and Louis XIII it declined. The intervening century with its 
religious, intellectual, and economic revolutions marked the height of 
the Renaissance Monarchy. 


The Characteristics of the Renaissance Monarchy 


The first and most pronounced characteristic of this monarchy was 
its feudal-dynastic structure and motivation. States were enlarged by 
marriage and wars of conquest were undertaken to secure claimed in- 
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heritances rather than strategic boundaries. The marital activities of 
the Habsburgs, the Burgundian dukes, and the royal houses of the 
Spanish kingdoms are but the most famous examples of a general Euro- 
pean phenomenon. The French again and again invaded Italy in the 
hope of winning Naples or Milan to which the Valois had some claim, 
but at the same time neglected the Rhineland and other areas nearer 
home.’ A feudal characteristic of the Renaissance state was the escheat- 
ing of lordships to the crown when a noble family became extinct. It 
was by this natural process that the title to so many duchies, counties, 
and lesser territories was won, especially during the reign of Louis XI. 
Much of that wily king’s policy was dedicated to taking full advantage 
of this aspect of feudal law. He was not above plotting to gain the lands 
of the House of Orléans by marrying its last male heir to his daughter 
who could have no children. The dynastic and feudal character of the 
Renaissance state became as one when the Valois turned to the ques- 
tion of the marriage of the Breton heiress. Two kings had to win her 
hand before the duchy could be permanently reunited with the crown. 

Since territorial aggrandizement at the expense of foreign states or 
local nobles depended on dynastic claims and feudal law, legitimacy 
and legality had to be stressed to an unusual degree. The Renaissance 
prince has often been pictured as a highly individualistic ruler with 
little respect for aught save wit and power, but in fact even the Italian 
potentate was ever anxious to find legal justification for the authority 
he wielded, and elsewhere rulers were still less subject to challenge on 
this score. 

This stress on legitimacy by the Renaissance Monarchs was not 
limited to their own rights, it involved a respect for the rights of their 
subjects. When a new king came to the throne, he invariably confirmed 
the privileges of the various individuals and corporate groups within 
his kingdom. When a princely or feudal domain fell to a king, he at 
once recognized the privileges its inhabitants had been granted by their 
previous rulers. Thus the growth of the royal domain in France and 
elsewhere did not mean the consolidation of power in the hands of the 
king as much as it marked the acceptance of the diversified and de- 
centralized conglomeration of duchies, counties, seigneuries, and towns 
that was the Renaissance Monarchy. 

The acceptance of the ideas of legitimacy and privilege made neces- 
sary a decentralized form of government that was carried to the point 
of creating separate sovereign courts for different semiautonomous 
regions. Dynasticism, feudalism, legitimacy, and privilege had all been 
incorporated into the medieval state, but whereas medieval decentrali- 
zation was derived primarily from the power wielded by the greater and 
lesser seigneurs, Renaissance decentralization came more from a sur- 
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render of the centralized authority of the king who had become both 
monarch and seigneur to provincial estates and sovereign courts, ad- 
ministrative organs of government, and semisovereign officials. These 
royal officials in turn were checked by the survival of seigneurial, 
municipal, and provincial rights, and by the very fact that they were too 
few in number to regulate the actions of the people in a day before rapid 
transportation and mass communication. Around 1505 there were 
approximately 12,000 royal officials in France, a nation of 15,000,000 
inhabitants and 480,000 square kilometers; or one official for each 
1,250 inhabitants and one for each 40 square kilometers. The number 
of royal officials increased during the course of the century, but at no 
time could they have interfered with the actions of the people to the 
degree found in the modern democracy. France in 1934 had one 
official for each seventy inhabitants and 56 for each 40 square kilo- 
meters.* 

The bulk of the transition from the Medieval to the Renaissance type 
of decentralization took place during the reign of Charles VII. At first 
Charles showed a preference for centralized institutions like those of 
his Capetian predecessors. When he came to the throne there were two 
Parlements, or sovereign judicial courts, in unoccupied France. One at 
Poitiers served the northern part of his realm, and the other, established 
in 1420 at Toulouse, was for the benefit of the southern region. By 
1428 communication between Poitou and Languedoc had improved 
sufficiently to make possible the reunion of the two Parlements at 
Poitiers. With the recapture of Paris in 1436, the now united Parlement 
returned to the capital. The financial courts underwent a similar experi- 
ence. The Chambre des comptes was transferred from Bourges to Paris, 
and the Cour des aides, from Poitiers immediately after the reconquest 
of the capital. The sovereign courts, united, returned to their former 
home. 

A few years later the policy of centralization began to be exchanged 
for one of decentralization. The king’s advisors ceased to uphold the 
doctrine that the sovereign courts and the essential services of the ad- 
ministration were indivisible organisms which exercised their authority 
over the whole kingdom. Instead they began to advocate the creation 
of sovereign provincial institutions. The new policy resulted in part 
from the difficulties of ruling so large a kingdom, but perhaps more 
from the advisability of satisfying the particularistic desires of newly 
acquired provinces that had usually enjoyed separate institutions under 
their feudal rulers.” Local royal Parlements were created at Toulouse in 
1443 at the request of the estates of Languedoc, at Bordeaux in 1451 
with the reconquest of Guyenne, at Grenoble and at Dijon with the 
annexation of Dauphiné and Burgundy, at Aix in 1501, and at Rouen 
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with the accession of Francis I when existing feudal institutions were 
modified. Still later, additional Parlements were created for Brittany, 
for the Italian possessions, and for those in the Empire. 

In a similar manner the financial courts were gradually decentralized. 
Provincial Chambres des comptes were established at Montpellier, 
Rouen, Dijon, Grenoble, Nantes, and Aix during the century following 
the reconquest of France. The jurisdiction of the Cour des aides at 
Paris was reduced by Charles VII; local sovereign bodies were formed 
in Languedoc, Guyenne, Normandy, and other provinces, though in 
some instances the new courts were attached to other provincial 
institutions. In 1445 the same king divided the older parts of the royal 
domain into four sections, each under a ¢résorier de France, but a 
central Chambre du trésor was retained at Paris.® 

Decentralization was furthered in still another way. In 1454 it was 
decided to hold local assemblies of the three estates to codify the cus- 
toms of the various provinces, bailiwicks, and other localities. Once 
these local customs were definitely established and put in writing, it 
became virtually impossible to develop a common law for the entire 
country by any means other than revolution. The unifying effect of 
Roman Law in the minds of some judges who presided over the meetings 
was of limited importance because the customs were actually determined 
by those who attended the assemblies. The crown and the judges re- 
spected the customs and privileges of the people too much to engage 
in any large scale interference.’ 

The administrative and military, like the judicial and financial insti- 
tutions of the crown, were also decentralized during the latter part of 
the fifteenth century when the kings decided to appoint governors for 
many of the former great feudal dependencies. This practice spread to 
the older parts of the domain until all France was divided into about 
twelve jurisdictions ruled by princes or great nobles. These governors 
exercised, or sought to exercise, nearly every nonjudicial prerogative 
of the crown. By 1499 it became necessary to deny them such regalian 
powers as to pardon, ennoble, and legitimize, but during the Wars of 
Religion the monarchs were in no condition to impose any checks. 
Governors did not hesitate to raise armies, convoke the provincial 
estates, publish ordonnances, appropriate royal revenue, and in general 
to conduct themselves as independent rulers. Even greater authority 
in the form of appanages was given by the kings to members of their 
families. France was indeed fortunate that few royal princes reached 
middle age or left heirs.® 

The creation of provincial sovereign courts for justice and finance and 
the division of the kingdom into governments were contributions to- 
wards a decentralized administration by the Renaissance Monarchs. 
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Other factors also made for decentralization, but these were present in 
the older Medieval Monarchy. France was too large a country to be 
supervised carefully by the king and his council in an age of slow 
transportation and communication. Many decisions had to be made at 
the bailiwick level. Here officials could legally interpret royal ordon- 
nances in the light of local custom, but many went further. Directives 
were often honored more in their breach than in their observance. 
Ordonnance after ordonnance was issued on the same subject, but 
compliance was far from universal. The growing practice of permitting 
officials to buy their offices weakened royal control, for these officials 
could not easily be removed. The performance of the intendant under 
Louis XIV mitigated rather than solved these difficulties, though it was 
with the reign of the Sun King that the Renaissance Monarchy came 
to an end. 

The seigneurs, towns, and villages still exercised many governmental 
functions and this made for decentralization just as during the Middle 
Ages. The Renaissance Monarchs generally respected the privileges 
of these individuals and corporate groups, though the gradual extinction 
of many of the great feudal families and the activities of power-hungry 
local crown officials were not without affect. The towns resisted with 
fair success until the reign of Henry IV, even Louis XI being generally 
content with strengthening the hold of the friendly, local oligarchy in 
the municipal governments. The villages actually improved their posi- 
tion. In the Middle Ages they had been controlled by their seigneurs, 
but during the late fifteenth and sixteenth centuries they constituted 
themselves as legal communities with elected syndics to look after their 
interests. The influence of the seigneurs waned and that of the crown 
was hardly felt except in demands for taxes. The survival of the power 
of independent action by these three groups is amply testified to by 
their activities during the Wars of Religion and to a lesser extent dur- 
ing the Fronde.° 

Closely associated with the decentralization of the Renaissance 
Monarchy was the confusion over boundaries, privileges, rights, and 
jurisdictions. This situation was not greatly improved until the Revolu- 
tion itself. 

In the remarkable introduction to his Atlas des bailliages,’® Armand 
Brette showed that the France of 1789 was still far from being a national 
and ordered state. Her boundaries were nowhere clearly defined except 
along the sea. Elsewhere much land was in dispute. Territories, inde- 
pendent, or with strong claim to independence, such as the duchy of 
Bouillon, the principalities of Montbéliard, Bidache, and Salm, the 
republics of Mandure and Mulhouse, the counties of Sarrverden, 
Venaissin, and Sault, to say nothing of the papal state of Avignon, 
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existed along the borders and even in the interior of the country. Many 
of these enclaves owned smaller enclaves in France, and France, in 
turn, was sometimes in possession of parishes surrounded by these 
enclaves. There is ample evidence to show that often neither the 
French king, the foreign lord, nor the local magistrates could agree on 
what they owned. Foreigners held fiefs in France. In the bailiwick of 
Gex and perhaps elsewhere they sought to vote in the elections of 1789. 
Ecclesiastical boundaries rarely coincided with those of the nation and 
the dioceses of many foreign archbishops and bishops included parishes 
in France. Two of these prelates were actually elected deputies to the 
Estates General in 1789. Great fiefs which had long ago reverted to the 
crown still sought to preserve a theoretical independence. Provence 
talked of the king as being her count, Béarn had delusions of sover- 
eignty, and because of its presumed independent status, the kingdom 
of Navarre would no more take part in the Estates General of 1789 
than in those convoked during the seventeenth century. 

More serious was the confusion about the boundaries of the admin- 
istrative subdivisions of the kingdom. Nearly every bailiwick had juris- 
diction over parishes completely surrounded by neighboring bailiwicks. 
Frequently parishes and even towns were claimed by rival royal au- 
thorities. It was impossible for any magistrate to know exactly what 
territory he was to administer. In 1789 there were no less than 1,800 
divided or contested parishes in France. Many secondary bailiwicks 
claimed independence from the principal bailiwick to which they had 
been traditionally attached. There were quarrels about the extent and 
nature of the justice in countless seigneuries. Each town possessed its 
special privileges which more often than not differed from those of its 
neighbor. Royal officials sometimes had only the vaguest idea of the 
rights of each. The resultant confusion was so great that it was difficult 
for officials to govern or the law to operate. Disobedience could safely 
become commonplace, and one is not surprised to find an aristocrat 
writing after the Revolution that before 1789 people enjoyed “the most 
complete liberty. One was free to speak, to write, to act with the greatest 
independence, and one could even defy the authorities in perfect 
security.” “* Yet the France of 1789 was better organized and more 
centralized than the France of the Renaissance. 

Why did the Renaissance Monarchs permit so much decentralization 
and confusion? Why did they respect the privileges of their subjects? 
The answer to these questions lies partly in the fact that the rulers 
were products of the climate of opinion of their age. They had been 
taught that a king was responsible for the well-being of his subjects, 
that to deprive them of their long-recognized privileges was to become 
a tyrant, and tyranny was as hateful in their age as it had been in the 
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Medieval period. There was, of course, the possibility that a ruler 
would recklessly break the bonds of tradition or that he would be so 
self-righteous that he would interpret every questionable royal preroga- 
tive in his own favor. Such kings there occasionally were, but their 
weakness in character was checked by their weakness in power. 

It has generally been assumed that the establishment of a standing 
army during the reign of Charles VII furthered the growth of royal 
absolutism, but no one has bothered to prove exactly when and how the 
new military force was used to subvert existing society or institutions. 
Indeed, even a casual examination of the size and composition of the 
new army dispels any illusions as to the possibility that it could have 
been effectively used against the civilian population. The compagnies 
d’ordonnance or cavalry created in 1445 consisted of only 2,000 lances 
of six men each, and the francs-archers, an infantry militia established 
three years later, numbered but 16,000 men. If we assumed that these 
two units were kept up to strength, and they certainly were not, the 
new standing army and militia together would have numbered less 
than two modern divisions. Even with the rapid transportation and 
communication of today and the immense superiority of the arms and 
training of the modern soldier over the civilian population, such a force 
could hardly subject a population of 15,000,000 persons. It is true that 
the number of lances was later increased, the francs-archers were re- 
placed by a more effective infantry, and mercenaries were hired, but 
the benefits of the improvements were reduced by leaving units under 
strength and by permitting half the members of the compagnies d’ordon- 
nance to be on leave at one time.’ Thus the armies of the Renaissance 
were too small to permit a king to hold his subjects in subjection against 
their will, and this was doubly true because the subjects themselves 
were well armed. Anne de Montmorency is reported to have brought a 
retinue of eight hundred horsemen when he came to court in 1560 to 
attend the council of Fontainebleau, and he certainly could have 
mustered a much larger force had there been any need. Troyes marched 
3,875 men before the Duke of Orléans in 1544, Amiens had 3,000 men 
in 1597, and many other towns had comparable forces equipped with 
artillery and munitions.’* Though a king could have taken the fortified 
castles of Montmorency and captured any single town in his kingdom, 
it was cheaper and easier to avoid offending subjects, and any sort of 
an attack on a large number of nobles or towns was clearly impossible. 

Besides the smallness of the royal army and the presence of armed 
nobles and towns, there was a third check to limit the king’s capacity 
to make war on his subjects: he could not count on the obedience and 
loyalty of his own troops. The compagnies d’ordonnance were com- 
posed almost entirely of the local nobility and captained by members 
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of the leading families of the provinces. The francs-archers were bour- 
geois and peasants subject to call in case of war. Such an army was but 
a small step forward from the feudal levies of the Middle Ages. The 
mercenaries so numerous in time of war were no more trustworthy. 
These troops obeyed the orders of the officers who paid them, not those 
of the king. The Thirty Years War produced many examples of this 
phenomenon; and the Fronde, which saw armies change sides at the bid- 
ding of a Condé or a Turenne, proved all too clearly that France was no 
exception to the rule. Louis XIV was the first French king to establish 
effective control over a large military force. Earlier, troops and civilians 
alike obeyed their monarch if they saw fit, but not otherwise. The 
army had been created to deal with foreign invaders and bandits. It was 
also capable of handling one or two rebellious magnates or several 
disobedient towns, but it could not cope with a large, unwilling popula- 
tion composed of the relatives and neighbors of its members. In the 
final analysis, the Valois, like the Tudors, had to rely on the support 
of their more powerful subjects. 

The extinction of most of the great feudal houses by the end of the 
reign of Louis XI has led most historians to see the crown or even the 
bourgeoisie as emerging into predominance. One writer of the latter 
school goes so far as to say that the kings “were the gaolers and hang- 
men hired by the bourgeoisie to over-awe the masses and . . . their 
quaint trappings and titles were kept as an ornament to the gay world 
of snobbery.” ** No more erroneous statement has ever been made by 
a competent historian; for if the kings of the Renaissance had a master, 
it was the nobility. Indeed, the repeated resurgence of the aristocracy 
has been one of the dominant factors in European history. Only during 
the last two centuries has the bourgeoisie as a class been in a position 
to compete in France, while in some parts of Europe the aristocracy 
has not yet had its final say. 

The extinction of the great feudal houses and the reunion of their 
domains to the crown during the fifteenth century was paralleled by the 
growth of a new class of powerful nobles, created it is true by royal 
favor, but none the less capable of actions dangerous to the crown. 
What medieval count behaved with greater arrogance before his sover- 
eign than Henry, Duke of Guise, or held more land than Anne, Duke 
of Montmorency, or revolted with as clear a conscience as Louis, Prince 
of Condé? It is true that the hold of the great noble on his vassals was 
somewhat weaker at the dawn of the sixteenth century, but this was 
largely offset by the advent of the client. Every great noble had a num- 
ber of lesser nobles and lawyers in his service for whom he found 
employment and from whom he expected obedience. He used his in- 
fluence to get many of them appointed to posts in the army and royal 
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bureaucracy, but should he decide to revolt they were expected to sup- 
port him, not the king.1° The Reformation added disaffected religious 
elements who were willing to follow any leader who would uphold 
their doctrinal views. The collective importance of the lesser nobility 
also increased. They often elected syndics to watch after their in- 
terests and organize their resistance against any who presumed to en- 
croach upon their privileges. 

There is no better proof of the powerful position of the nobility in 
France than that this class alone was able to escape nearly all taxation. 
In the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries only those nobles who served 
in the army in accordance with their feudal obligations were excused 
from making financial contributions. During the Hundred Years War 
the nobility extended this concession to include their entire order 
whether military service was performed or not. This privilege does not 
appear to have been officially recognized, and early in his reign Louis 
XI talked of collecting taxes from the nobility as well as his other 
subjects. He soon abandoned the idea and not long before his death he 
even surrendered his better established right to tax those among them 
who engaged in trade. Thus the very class that Louis XI is supposed 
to have destroyed entrenched its privileges during his regime. The 
clergy was less fortunate and became a regular contributor to the royal 
treasury before the middle of the sixteenth century.’® 

Much has been said of the increased use of men of bourgeois origin 
by the early Renaissance French kings, but it is erroneous to say that 
this phenomenon made for a bourgeois monarchy. In the first place, one 

- cannot assess the influence of a social class on a government merely by 
counting the number of officials who originated therefrom. A host of 
bureaucrats and lawyers had less influence upon major decisions than 
a few landed magnates whose aid the king needed. Great nobles held 
high places in the councils of Charles VII and Louis XI and received 
many estates and pensions.’ The seigneurial nobility often found em- 
ployment in posts of lesser importance side by side with men of bour- 
geois descent. Nearly half of the commissioners sent by Charles VII 
to the provincial estates of central France came from the nobility.”* 
Even in the judicial and financial branches of the government where 
special training was necessary, there were men of this class. The Maril- 
lacs were seigneurs in Haute-Auvergne in the fourteenth century, but 
during the sixteenth some of them moved to Paris, where they became 
members of Parlement, the Chambre des comptes, and held other high 
government positions.’® The Rémonds were companions of the Dukes 
of Burgundy in the Middle Ages, but during the Renaissance they 
served as officers in the bailiwick of La Montagne. Jean and Pion de Bar 
embarked on administrative careers under Charles VII, and the former 


12 Representative Institutions in Renaissance France 


worked his way up to the post of bailiff of Touraine largely through 
services rendered as a financial official.2° A significant number of the 
members of the Parlement at Toulouse came from the nobility,’ but the 
more common practice for a young nobleman who preferred the life 
of an administrator to that of a soldier was to combine a career in the 
church with one in the government. Here the numbers that can be cited 
are legion. The military-judicial post of bailiff, sometimes held in the 
fifteenth century by men of bourgeois origin, became in the Renaissance 
a virtual monopoly of the noble of the sword, albeit with diminished 
duties.” 

The movement of members of the upper bourgeoisie into the ranks of 
the nobility should not be interpreted as marking the ascendancy of 
this class. The ranks of the landed aristocracy had been refilled in this 
manner for centuries, and the noble of late from the town quickly 
adopted the mores of his new estate. Nineteenth century capitalists 
frequently began as day laborers, but who would argue that Rockefeller 
or Carnegie maintained a working-class consciousness during years of 
wealth? If ever they had had such a consciousness, they soon abandoned 
it, and so it was with the new nobility of the Renaissance. 

The seigneurial nobility was but the most important segment of the 
privileged class. There was a municipal nobility which increased rapidly 
in numbers during the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries as a result of 
individual promotion or election to one of the many town offices that 
carried with it ennoblement. This municipal nobility and others of the 
bourgeois patricians slowly consolidated their hold on the town govern- 
ments. General assemblies of the inhabitants became rarer. The guilds 
were seldom consulted, even in an advisory capacity. From the reign of 
Louis XI, who favored this development, the bulk of the French towns 
were oligarchies in the strictest sense of the word. 

During the sixteenth century the position of the municipal nobility 
and the bourgeois patricians was threatened by local royal officials. 
These officials, for the most part trained in law and often holders of 
titles of nobility, were not content with the various lieutenancies and 
other posts in the bailiwicks, but sought municipal positions as well. 
The typical official at Dijon prior to 1550 had been a merchant, but in 
1588 and 1594 the ratio was fourteen to six in favor of the lawyers. 
Amiens and other localities underwent similar changes.2? This develop- 
ment was by no means encouraged by the crown. Indeed, the Renais- 
sance Monarchs made an unsuccessful effort to prevent royal officials 
from representing the third estate in the Norman provincial estates and 
the registers of their council are full of orders designed to restrain their 
aggressive tactics in the towns. In October, 1547, an edict was even 
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issued forbidding them to hold municipal office, but in vain. The crown 
could not restrain its own officials, and it was only after this date that 
the greatest influx took place.** 

The Renaissance Monarchs were no more able to control the actions 
of their national officials than those of their local ones. Here also one 
finds titled lawyers and administrators strengthening their positions. 
It was during the last of the fifteenth century, a time we have often 
been told that the kings were achieving absolute power, when the 
Parlement of Paris finally won the right to debate royal ordonnances 
and to make remonstrances, a development which gave a degree of 
legislative authority to that body. Even Francis I had difficulty in 
bridling the court’s ambitions.*° The dynamic element in French society 
was not the king, nor was it the bourgeoisie, whose ablest members 
were ever ready to desert their order; it was the seigneurial nobility and 
the royal officials. A Venetian ambassador reported around 1560 that 
“the government of the state is entirely in the hands of the nobles, that 
is to say, the princes and the barons, each of whom is charged by the 
king to govern a province. Justice is in the hands of men of the long 
robe who come from the third estate and are for the most part doctors 
of law.” 2° Machiavelli maintained that principalities were governed 
either by a prince with a body of servants or by a prince and barons, 
and France, he found to be of the latter type.” 

To summarize the situation, the government of Renaissance France 
was decentralized. The boundaries of its inferior jurisdictions were con- 
fused, special privileges were poorly defined but still respected, the sys- 
tem of taxation placed the burden on the poor and the weak, the sei- 
gneurial nobility opposed the growth of monarchial power, and the army 
and the bureaucracy were inadequate and difficult to control. 

In addition to these practical checks on royal authority, there were 
theoretical limitations. Even proroyalist jurists placed the king under 
divine, natural, and fundamental law. Popular tracts during the Wars 
of Religion, the insurrections under Louis XIII, and the Fronde in- 
dicate that in the minds of the vocal elements of the population the 
rights and privileges of the provinces, towns, and corporations, of the 
clergy, nobility, and bourgeoisie were also placed beyond reach of 
the crown. The kings and their councils showed by their actions that 
they too accepted these additional checks upon their authority. Ma- 
chiavelli felt sure that the French kings were bound by the law, more 
so than their fellow monarchs, and that the Parlements would deliver 
judgments against them. Indeed, Louis XII went to the length of ex- 
pressly forbidding the Parlements to pay attention to any dispensation 
he might later grant from an ordonnance he issued in 1499.78 
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The Bases of Monarchial Power 


What then were the bases of monarchial power? The answer seems 
clear. It had both negative and positive roots. On the negative side, 
discontented persons had difficulty organizing opposition to the king. 
There were no firmly established institutions at the national level 
capable of challenging his authority. The size of the kingdom, the slow- 
ness of communication, the divergent mass of provincial privileges, 
customs, and jealousies, the web of family alliances and rivalries re- 
duced the probability of widespread rebellions and opened the way for 
a royal policy of divide and conquer should a rebellion occur. If kings 
usually found it best to bargain with their subjects rather than to risk 
driving them into rebellion, subjects generally preferred compromise 
to open disobedience. 

On the positive side, kings were obeyed when they could get the bulk 
of the population to support their cause. An aim of The Prince was 
to teach how power could be won and maintained, and no one was more 
certain than Machiavelli that it was much more important for a ruler 
of his day to satisfy the people than the military because “the people 
are the more powerful.” To secure the support of the people, the prince 
was advised to appear to have all the traditional virtues, to tax lightly, 
and when great feudal dependencies escheated to the crown, to alter 
neither the laws nor the taxes of the inhabitants.2® The experienced 
Commynes likewise advised kings to secure the affection of their people. 
He praised Charles the Bold for his generosity, his desire to entertain 
and educate young noblemen, and for the easy access he granted to his 
servants and his subjects. He criticized Louis XI for trying to conquer 
the possessions of the dead Burgundian duke instead of seeking to gain 
his territories by marriage or by winning the affections of the inhab- 
itants.*® Even Cardinal Richelieu thought that “love is the most power- 
ful motive which obliges one to obey.” ** The Valois were generally 
successful in their quest for popularity, and a Venetian ambassador 
described the devotion of the French people to their king as “a unique 
thing in the Christian world.” *? Thus the Renaissance Monarchy in 
France, as in England, relied more on popular support than on military 
power. It is no coincidence that the most popular rulers of the period 
were often the strongest. 

The Renaissance Monarchs were supported by their subjects for a 
number of reasons. They were God’s anointed rulers to whom obedience 
was taught by the Church. They were the restorers of order after a long 
period of warfare marked by all the horrors of pillaging and murdering 
by undisciplined soldiers, There was no safe, logical alternative to their 
rule however much town and noble alike might be opposed to further 


The Renaissance Monarchy in France 15 


increases in royal power. Indeed, the late Valois—early Bourbon rulers 
accurately sensed the feelings of the people and were ever ready to 
support and protect the peoples’ privileges even against their own 
officials. The registers of the king’s council are full of instances of 
their overruling subordinates who were overzealous in extending royal, 
and incidentally their own, power at the expense of privileges of com- 
munities and individuals. Only when a noble, a town, or a province 
failed in its duty to the king were its rights likely to be infringed upon 
by the crown. 

There was a degree of intimacy between the kings and their people 
which surprised the ambassadors of republican Venice. In 1561 one 
of them stated that he attributed the devotion of the French to the 
crown to: 


the familiarity which exists between the monarch and his subjects all of whom he 
treats as his companions. No one is excluded from his presence. Lackeys and people 
of lowest condition dare to enter the king’s private office in order to see everything 
that happens and to hear all that is’said. If one wishes to speak of something im- 
portant, he must have the patience to find a place where there are not a great many 
people and then talk in a low voice in. order not to be heard. This great familiarity, 
it is true, makes subjects insolent, but at the same time it makes them faithful and 
devoted to their kings.33 


When a midwife complained that the crowd of people gathered to 
witness the birth of the future Louis XIII got in her way, Henry IV 
said, “Be quiet, midwife, this child belongs to everybody. Everybody 
must rejoice in him.” 4 We would do well to picture the Renaissance 
Monarch as the “first gentleman” of France rather than the “Sun 
King.” The removal of the court to Versailles by Louis XIV was 
symbolic of a growing separation between the crown and the people, 
and the return of the court to Paris in 1789 could have had equal im- 
portance had an abler man than Louis XVI been the head of the state. 

A more tangible way of winning support also lay in the power of the 
kings. They controlled a vast system of patronage. Most of the highest 
offices of the church lay at their disposal, and the wealthiest bishoprics 
and abbeys went to their faithful supporters. Government positions, 
one of the most lucrative of all forms of employment during the period, 
found their way into the same hands. Fiefs, patents of nobility, and 
nearly every type of privilege lay at the disposal of the monarch. He 
who served the crown loyally and ably often received untold riches. 
Montmorency, Sully, and Richelieu were only the most famous of those 
who won wealth and power through loyalty and service. Thousands of 
lesser names could be added. In an age when prices rose more rapidly 
than income from most landed estates, royal service often provided 
the best means for a noble to remain financially solvent. 
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Representative Institutions as a Basis of Monarchial Power 


Representative institutions were also at the disposal of monarchs 
who sought to maintain their authority through popular support. It may 
seem strange that kings encouraged and developed assemblies of the 
estates, but since neither the Medieval nor the Renaissance Monarchs 
had ever heard of representative government, they could have foreseen 
no reason to fear or destroy representative assemblies. They regarded 
these institutions as tools for their use, like their councils and their 
judicial and financial courts. It is true that the estates sometimes got 
out of hand, but did not the council and the courts also check the king 
upon occasion? As long as no one thought that either the council or the 
estates could govern alone, one was no more dangerous than the other, 
and both could prove of value upon occasion. The uses of the estates 
were discovered during the Middle Ages, and strong monarchs like 
Edward I of England and Philip IV of France did not hesitate to sum- 
mon large assemblies. 

The barons, prelates, and townsmen seemed to have had little desire 
to attend the newly created national assemblies, and only the strongest 
rulers could force them to do so. Thus with the collapse of royal au- 
thority in Europe during the fourteenth century, there was actually a 
decline in the use of national assemblies. In their place sprang up count- 
less local and provincial estates: some were organized by the crown 
as substitutes for the larger assemblies, others were started by feudal 
magnates or local royal officials, and still others were formed at the 
initiative of the local inhabitants to arrange for protection against the 
marauders that always appeared in time of royal weakness. This de- 
velopment was not desired by the kings. When the feudal magnates and 
deputies were at a national assembly, they were in the king’s power; 
but at the provincial assemblies, the king’s commissioners found them- 
selves in the hands of nobles and townsmen who were more likely to 
make strong remonstrances against governmental abuses than to lend 
support to the royal cause. Only in England were national ties strong 
enough to prevent the triumph of provincialism during a time of 
trouble. 

The revival of royal authority at the dawn of the Renaissance brought 
about a revival of the use of national assemblies at the insistence of the 
rulers themselves. Once more they felt strong enough to win formal 
public approval in large meetings for the innovations, especially taxa- 
tion, which they thought necessary because of the political, social, eco- 
nomic, and religious changes taking place around them. They had no 
fear of the assemblies of the estates because these institutions were 
generally not considered to have any independent power. Indeed the 
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prevailing argument, perhaps put forth by the kings themselves, was 
that representative assemblies served to increase royal power by 
enabling the crown to extend its influence into fields of activity 
ordinarily denied it. This attitude is illustrated by Philippe de Com- 
mynes; writing of a proposed invasion of the continent in 1474 by 
England, he said: ‘“‘But things move very slowly there because the king 
cannot undertake such work without assembling his Parliament, which 
is like our three estates, and, consisting of sober and pious men, is very 
serviceable and a great strengthening to the king. When these estates 
are assembled, he declares his intention and asks his subjects for an 
aid. . . .” 2° According to Commynes the English Parliament did not 
decrease the power of the king by preventing him from levying an aid 
without consent. Rather Parliament increased his power by making it 
possible for him legally to obtain money beyond his ordinary revenue. 
In the same spirit Henry VIII declared to the Commons in 1543: “We 
at no time stand so highly in our estate royal as in time of Parliament, 
wherein we as head and you as members are conjoined and knit together 
in one body politic. . . .” *° 

In Germany, during the thirteenth century, power had passed from 
the emperor to the princes. During the fourteenth century the local 
estates came between the princes and their subjects. The latter half of 
the fifteenth century, however, saw a revival of the authority of the 
princes which provided a counterbalance to the power and divergent 
interests of the local estates.27 These princes sought to persuade their 
subjects to abandon their narrow provincialism by creating single repre- 
sentative institutions for all their lands to be used as instruments “for 
welding together the haphazard conglomerations of domains, fiefs, 
counties and lordships, which were the legacy of the Middle Ages, and 
for restoring political unity; by forcing the separate estates to accept 
their position as members of one body politic, the princes created in 
Germany the unity of the territorial state.” ** 

Nowhere can this process be seen more clearly than in the territory 
of the fifteenth century Burgundian dukes. When these magnates sought 
to become national sovereigns, they were faced with the problem of 
unifying many provinces which they ruled as feudal lords and not as 
king. The inhabitants of these provinces were bound together neither 
by a common language nor by common traditions. They sought only 
local independence. Nevertheless, the problems which faced the dukes 
of Burgundy were little worse than those of the neighboring Germanic 
princes, and they were tackled in much the same manner. The Burgun- 
dian dukes sought to strengthen their hold on the various provinces in 
two ways: by increasing their own authority within each province 
and by establishing central institutions over provincial ones. A Privy 
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Council was formed to look after political affairs. A Parlement was 
established as the highest court of justice for the provinces.*® In addi- 
tion, an Estates General was created which “not only gave the prince 
an opportunity to deliberate with his subjects as a whole; but it also 
provided the most potent of the means of unification which had brought 
together the seventeen Burgundian provinces.” *° The duke could ap- 
pear in the Estates General before the deputies from the various towns 
and provinces to explain his policy, point out the need for common 
action, or indicate why taxes were necessary. The very existence of an 
Estates General weakened the power, influence, and prestige of pro- 
vincial estates and furthered the unification of the various ducal lands.*! 

Spain furnishes another good example of the use of national as- 
semblies by the Renaissance Monarchs. Ferdinand and Isabella used 
the Castilian Cortes to break the power of the nobles, after which they 
sought to avoid summoning that body because its long and glorious 
tradition made it a real threat to royal authority. However, between 
1497 and 1516 Ferdinand had to convoke the Cortes twelve times to 
get money for his foreign wars.** The attitude of his successor was 
somewhat different. Charles V, through his experience in the Low 
Countries, was well acquainted with the various uses of the estates. 
Like his Burgundian ancestors he sought to make them his tool. He 
freely granted to the Castilian Cortes the right to appoint two deputies 
to watch over the fulfillment of his promises to that assembly. He tried 
to get the Cortes to collect taxes. Several times he sought to get the 
privileged orders to accept their share of the burden of taxation—a 
step which, if taken, would have greatly strengthened that body. Charles 
often explained his policy to the Cortes in hopes of winning the support 
of the Spanish people for his numerous projects. His attitude toward 
Aragon is also illuminating. This kingdom had three Cortes, those of 
Valencia and Catalonia as well as of Aragon proper. To help solve the 
problem of particularism, Charles nearly always summoned the Gen- 
eral Cortes of all three kingdoms together in preference to holding 
separate meetings as had usually been done in the past.** His successors 
continued this practice and the process of centralization was finally 
completed in 1709 when Philip V convoked the General Cortes of 
Aragon with that of Castile. Only Navarre was able to retain its pro- 
vincial Cortes throughout the eighteenth century.** 

Philip II followed much the same policy as his father in both Aragon 
and Castile. It is true that he sought to diminish the privileges of the 
Castilian Cortes, but it is none the less a fact that he made full use 
of this institution. He not only summoned it frequently, but he kept it 
in session for long periods of time. The Cortes of 1579, 1583, and 1588 
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averaged over two years in length, while the Cortes of 1592 was still in 
session when he died in 1598.*° 

The part played by the national assembly in the establishment of the 
Renaissance Monarchy in England is well known. That country was 
already sufficiently centralized so that its Parliament did not have to 
participate in the struggle against provincialism to the degree necessary 
on the continent. However, Henry VIII made full use of Parliament in 
his fight against the supranationalism of the papacy. 

Sweden furnishes another excellent example of how the Estates 
Generals served as the tools of the Renaissance Monarchs. There the 
Riksdag was used 


by the nationalistic kings and regents of the fifteenth century in their struggle against 
the union with Denmark. After that struggle had ended in the emancipation of 
Sweden and the elevation of Gustav Vasa to the throne in 1523, the Riksdag was 
co-opted by the monarchy to give weight to attacks upon its enemies. It assisted 
Gustav Vasa to carry through the Reformation; it strengthened his position by 
making his throne hereditary; and it countenanced Erik XIV’s savage persecution 
of his opponents among the nobility.*6 


The neighboring kings of Denmark also found a national assembly use- 
ful, and in 1536 Christian III summoned the Rigsdag at Copenhagen 
to accept the Reformation.*” 

The great feudal nobles of France, like their counterparts in the 
Empire, sometimes created Estates Generals to aid in the unification of 
their domains. The same Dukes of Burgundy whom we have seen using 
representative assemblies to unite their provinces in the Low Countries 
also sought to unite their southern lands by joining the estates of 
Charolais, Maconnais, Bar-sur-Seine, and Auxerre with that of the 
duchy of Burgundy thereby forming the Estates General of Bur- 
gundy.*® Near the close of the fifteenth century the House of Foix- 
Navarre brought together the estates of Béarn, Marsan, and Gabardan 
with those of Foix, Bigorre, and Nébouzan to form an Estates General 
for its French fiefs.” 

It would have been surprising if the French kings had regarded rep- 
resentative assemblies in a manner different from their fellow monarchs, 
and they did not. The reign of Charles VII which marked the beginning 
of the Renaissance Monarchy in France also saw a revival in the use 
of large representative assemblies. Unfortunately, the French Estates 
General did not fulfill its original promise and Charles VII abandoned 
the institution. Louis XI and his successors usually preferred to rely 
on assemblies of the towns and other consultative groups. The Wars of 
Religion saw a second revival of the Estates General, but once more 
the national representative institution failed to become permanent; and 
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the cessation of its meetings during the reign of Louis XIII coincided 
with the increased use of a new means to control public opinion, the 
printing press. It is perhaps more than a coincidence that the genera- 
tion of this monarch saw both the last meeting of the Estates General 
until the eve of the Revolution and the appearance of a government 
controlled annual news journal and a newspaper. The modern means 
of influencing the people replaced that of the Renaissance. This step, 
along with the separation of the king from his people by the elaborate 
ritual of the court, the growing power of the administrative nobility, 
and the creation of a large army under effective royal control, marked 
the end of the Renaissance Monarchy of France. It had been formed 
by Charles VII and Louis XI, and in the seventeenth century, it de- 
cayed until, with the reforms of Colbert, one can say that few vestiges 
were left. The monarchy that followed did not rely on popular support; 
and for that reason, perhaps, it was to die a violent death. 

But before we speak further of the decline of representative assem- 
blies in France, we must study the role they played during the great 
age of the Renaissance. The story begins with Charles VII. 


TWO 


Charles VII and the Estates 


Charles VII 


The character of Charles VII is an enigma. As a youth he was weak, 
indolent, and extravagant. He lacked self-confidence and determina- 
tion. No one could have been further from being the dynamic leader 
needed to meet the emergency which confronted the Valois dynasty. As 
Charles grew older, however, a modest degree of confidence, energy, 
and wisdom came to him; and it is difficult to decide whether he or his 
ministers were responsible for the actions of the government. It is not 
clear whether he was the first and greatest builder of the Renaissance 
Monarchy in France or whether he was merely the ““well-served.” * 

The influence of the young prince, or his advisors, began to be felt 
in 1417 when, at the age of fourteen, he assumed the title of lieutenant 
general of the kingdom, his father being too insane to rule. Later, he 
became regent. When his father died in 1422, he became king. The 
early years were ones of great trials for France. The old king, Charles 
VI, was mad. His wife, Isabella of Bavaria, was notoriously immoral. 
Rival factions of great nobles sought to control the government, which 
was long damned by an impoverished people for its dishonest and 
inefficient administration. As if these evils were not enough, a young, 
ambitious, and capable Henry V of England had already proved his 
ability by winning a great victory at Agincourt and was seeking to 
make good his claim to the crown of France. The Hundred Years War 
had entered its most serious stage and the Valois dynasty seemed near 
extinction. 

By 1418 France was divided into three sections. The first, or western 
section, including Normandy, Picardy, the Ile-de-France, and most of 
Guyenne, was governed by the English. The second lay along the 
northern and eastern borders of the country and was governed by the 
Burgundian dukes who, after the death of Charles VI in 1422, gave a 
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nominal allegiance to the English king. What remained stood by Charles, 
and with these lands in central and southern France as a base, the 
monarchy was reconstituted. 

Few princes had ever been faced with a more difficult situation. 
Charles had neither the experience, the prestige, nor the qualities of 
leadership necessary to rally those who wanted to expel the English. 
To reconquer the northern and western provinces he needed a large 
army, and to have an army he had to have money. The remaining 
crown lands provided little revenue. The aides had to be renounced in 
1418 to meet a comparable act by his Burgundian rivals.” Only the taille 
remained, and to increase that tax enough to compensate for the loss 
of the aides and the revenue normally drawn from the lands held by the 
English and the Burgundians was a difficult task. To make matters 
worse, his provincially-minded subjects preferred looking after their 
own well-being to working for the common good. 

At first Charles and his advisors displayed little imagination. With 
Paris in the hands of the English, they decided to place some of the 
institutions of the central government in Bourges and the remainder in 
Poitiers. The former became one of the more frequent residences of the 
wandering monarch and the usual seat of his council and the Chambre 
des comptes; the latter became the headquarters of his Parlement and 
Cour des aides. Charles was fortunate in having many of his father’s 
officials offer him their services, but even with their experience, he was 
unable to prevent the decentralization of his already mutilated domain. 
In 1420 he was forced to create at Toulouse a separate Parlement for 
Languedoc and Guyenne because of “the great perils” of travel. Al- 
though this body was abolished in 1428, it offered an ominous sign that 
sooner or later other sovereign courts would have to be divided. Another 
indication of decentralization was the decision to discontinue the re- 
gional estates. After a regional assembly at Limoges in May, 1418, for 
Poitou, Saintonge, Limousin, Périgord, Angouléme, and La Marche, 
Charles turned for a period of three years to the provincial estates 
exclusively. One or more separate meetings of the estates of Dauphiné, 
Languedoc, Auvergne, Limousin, Touraine, and La Marche were held 
during this period. In each instance, financial aid or military assistance 
was asked to meet the needs of the newly organized government. 

In January, 1421, decentralization was halted; and on the advice of 
an assembly of princes, prelates, barons, and other notable persons, the 
dauphin convoked the Estates General to meet at Clermont in Auvergne 
in May of that year. To understand why Charles turned to an assembly 
of the estates of his kingdom in 1421, one must review the use that had 
been made of similar meetings in the past. 
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The Medieval Estates and Taxation 


The late Capetians summoned representative assemblies because 
both legal theory and practical politics required them to do so. All of 
them, including Philip IV, were constitutional kings who ruled accord- 
ing to law. Feudal custom had required that the magnates’ consent be 
obtained for important or unusual acts. The Roman Law principle of 
quod omnes tangit, debet ab omnibus approbari not only reinforced 
this requirement, but actually helped lead its extension to include less 
important elements of the population when their interests were in- 
volved. This could be accomplished only by summoning representative 
assemblies. The Capetians also found it expedient to use large repre- 
sentative assemblies to rally support for their antipapal policy and for 
their tax program. Although they were strong kings, neither the Pope 
at Rome nor the pocketbooks of their subjects could be attacked with 
impunity. Thus in 1302 Philip IV used the Estates General both to 
give consent to his antipapal acts and to win support for his policy in 
this regard. 

When it was a question of taxation, the late Capetians sometimes 
summoned either the deputies from the entire kingdom or those from 
the provinces in Languedoil to explain the necessity for a tax, but 
neither the Estates General nor the estates of Languedoil supplanted 
the provincial estates as the ultimate tax consenting institutions. Those 
who attended the national and regional assemblies often refused to make 
concessions; and even when they did formally recognize the need of 
the crown for additional revenue, they could not, or would not, bind 
their constituents to pay. It was still necessary for the government to 
negotiate with the provincial estates, the towns, and even the great 
nobles, in order to get their consent. These negotiations took time. 
Furthermore, the crown almost always had to reduce the amounts re- 
quested of the provincial estates and towns, and to agree to share with 
the great nobles any tax collected from their domains. Even Philip the 
Fair concluded that it was easier to gain the Pope’s permission to tax 
the church than to deal directly with the French clergy. In short, in 
tax matters, large assemblies served as a forum for the king and his 
principal councilors to explain the need for additional revenue, when 
propaganda seemed necessary, before summoning the provinces. Prob- 
ably the Capetians never hoped that their large assemblies could ac- 
complish anything more.* 

Unfortunately there is no adequate history of taxation and consent 
under the early Valois; but by the middle of the fourteenth century 
the estates of Languedoil had apparently begun to set the amount 
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needed by the king and to specify the nature of the tax, a step forward, 
if a surprisingly small one, in the light of the numerous requests for 
money that were made during the English Wars.° After consent was 
given in the Estates General or the estates of Languedoil, negotiations 
had to be undertaken with local bodies, for rebates were given by the 
Valois as by the Capetians. Sometimes the Valois sought preliminary 
approval in large assemblies; more often they went directly to the 
provinces for consent, occasionally they felt strong enough to levy a tax 
on a particular locality without formal approval, on the grounds that it 
was necessary for the defense of the realm. All depended on the strength 
of the crown at the moment. For example, after the estates of Langue- 
doil had voted in December, 1355, a tax on the sale of salt and other 
commodities, negotiations had to be begun with the estates of Normandy 
to collect their quota.® Or again, when the estates of Languedoil voted 
no money in October, 1356, the crown resorted to direct negotiations 
with the towns and provincial estates with some success.’ It made no 
legal difference whether the estates of Languedoil approved or disap- 
proved a levy, actual consent was given elsewhere. 

The reign of Charles V saw little progress towards the formation of 
a uniform method of gaining consent to taxation. The people did be- 
come accustomed to paying. This in itself was an important accomplish- 
ment; but when the king died in 1380, the government thought it ad- 
visable to assemble the estates of Languedoil before asking aid from the 
provincial estates and towns.® This revival was short lived. We know 
of no meetings of the Estates General or of the estates of Languedoil 
between 1381 and 1411. Little information has survived concerning the 
assembly on the last date, but it was followed by a meeting of the estates 
of Languedoil in 1413 in which those present refused to vote a subsidy.® 
Thereafter, there was no assembly of a comparable size until that con- 
voked by Charles VII at Clermont in 1421. In a period of over a 
century, there may have been less than twelve meetings of the three 
estates of the kingdom or of Languedoil to discuss taxation, and in no 
incident has it been proved that the consent granted was regarded as 
binding by the French people. Always direct negotiations had had to 
be undertaken with the various localities. 

Therefore, when Charles VII summoned the representatives of those 
provinces that acknowledged him as their king to meet at Clermont in 
1421, he reverted to the old practice of asking preliminary approval 
for a specific tax before going to the provincial estates, towns, and great 
seigneurs. Probably Charles never dared to hope that the consent of a 
national or regional assembly would enable him to dispense with local 
negotiations. There was no historical justification for this expectation, 
and no evidence has been found to indicate he attempted to bypass the 
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provincial estates on the grounds that consent had already been given. 
It is more likely that the desperate young prince was persuaded to 
turn to large assemblies because of their propaganda value, and by this 
action he inaugurated the most persistent experiment in the use of 
national and regional representative institutions in France before the 
Revolution. 

Charles VII convoked large assemblies for three purposes: to in- 
fluence the provincial estates and towns to accept taxation, to consider 
and ratify treaties, and to advise on domestic matters. Let us first con- 
sider the assemblies that were primarily concerned with taxation. 


The Estates General and Taxation 


Charles made a long and sincere attempt to use large representative 
institutions in his efforts to get adequate financial support for his 
government. For nearly two decades he sought some type of assembly 
through which he might lead, while appearing to follow, public opinion. 
He tried the Estates General, the estates of Languedoil, and exclusive 
reliance on the local and provincial assemblies, but he shifted back and 
forth as if groping for a solution: Failure to secure the desired results 
from the large meetings and the growing size of his kingdom eventually 
caused him to accept the decentralized form of government so char- 
acterized by the Renaissance and so desired by his people. 

The historian is plagued by a lack of documents on these assemblies. 
There is no list of the men who attended any of the meetings of the 
estates during the reign. The brief letters of convocation provide the 
only knowledge of what provinces and social classes were summoned, 
and the municipal archives frequently give the only information con- 
cerning those who actually attended for the third estate. It is virtually 
impossible to ascertain the names and status of those who represented 
the other orders. Frequently, towns and provinces that were summoned 
sent no representatives. . 

The letter of convocation in 1421 prescribed that the three estates 
in all the provinces acknowledging Charles should participate, that is, 
all save Dauphiné which enjoyed a special status, and evidence shows 
that deputies were elected in the widely separated towns of Tours, Lyon, 
Albi, Toulouse, and Narbonne. The two dioceses in Rouergue also sent 
deputies, but there is no information of who actually attended for the 
other orders.’° 

Exactly what happened at Clermont is not clear. It is known that 
the government hoped to get 1,200,000 livres, but only 800,000 were 
granted, of which 100,000 were to be paid by the clergy and the re- 
mainder by the third estate. A large part of the delegation from Lan- 
guedoc arrived too late to take part in the voting. Those present felt 
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that they were not in sufficient numbers to commit their province, and 
the south did not agree to contribute until a separate meeting was held 
at Carcassonne during the summer. The delegates from Rouergue were 
equally recalcitrant and had less excuse. The vote of the remaining 
deputies merely set the amount that the crown needed. Approval by 
the provincial estates, the great towns, and probably the local magnates 
was still necessary. The estates of Haut- and Bas-Limousin assembled 
together to approve their share soon after the Clermont assembly. The 
three estates of Lyonnais rarely met, but the consulat of Lyon took the 
necessary action. Great lords probably consented to the payment of the 
levy by their towns and peasants, but there is no definite evidence on 
this particular occasion. 

The Clermont experiment must have proved disappointing to the 
crown. Perhaps, it was because the deputies had voted less than the 
desired amount, or maybe the individual provincial estates failed to 
grant their quota of the tax. Perhaps, the whole process had proved too 
time consuming. Whatever the reason, the government went directly 
to the estates of Poitou, Limousin, Auvergne, La Marche, and Lyonnais 
in January, 1422, when money was again needed. In the summer of 
1422, similar requests were made to the estates of Auvergne, Haut- 
Limousin, La Marche, Touraine, and Languedoc and undoubtedly to 
other provincial assemblies.” 

In December, 1422, Charles renewed his groping for a more satis- 
factory means of obtaining financial assistance. He was now king, for 
his insane father had died, and possibly he hoped that his new title 
would add weight to his request. He determined to use once more a 
large preparatory assembly. This time he convoked only the provinces 
in Languedoil to meet at Bourges in January. Here 1,000,000 livres 
were voted; 440,000 were to fall on Languedoil, 100,000 were to be 
contributed by the clergy, and the remaining 460,000 were to be 
furnished by Languedoc, Dauphiné, Quercy, and Rouergue. There is no 
evidence that deputies from these last four provinces attended the as- 
sembly or consented to the tax. This strange procedure may be ex- 
plained by what had happened at the estates of Clermont nearly two 
years earlier when the delegations from Languedoc and Rouergue had 
refused to participate even to the extent of establishing the needs of the 
crown. It was useless to convoke such non-co-operative provinces to a 
national assembly again, and Charles turned to the estates of Langue- 
doil alone to set the total amount of the levy as a preliminary to re- 
questing all the provinces, both in Languedoil and in the south, to con- 
sent to their share. 

Armed with the moral claim for 1,000,000 livres, Charles began to 
negotiate with the provincial estates. In February, 1423, the three 
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estates of Haut- and Bas-Limousin were assembled to approve their 
share of the tax, the Count of La Marche was given a substantial sum 
in return for allowing the tax to be collected in his domain, and the 
town of Lyon won a reduction for itself. The estates of Languedoc met 
that spring at Carcassonne where the king probably asked for 300,000 
livres, but the estates were willing to consent to a tax of only 200,000 
livres levied on the third estate and the equivalent of a décime on the 
clergy. The young king was less fortunate in his dealings with Rouergue. 
The estates met in May and refused to vote anything because the action 
taken by the estates of Languedoil at Bourges seemed to threaten their 
right of consent. The government capitulated, but in August recon- 
voked the estates of Rouergue and this time was able to win a grant of 
all of 4,000 livres. It is not known what action was taken by the estates 
of Dauphiné or Quercy, but as late as July of the following year the 
chancellor denied having received any aid from the two provinces." 

Charles had to continue his search for an efficient method of getting 
consent to taxation. In July, 1423, he convoked the estates of Langue- 
doil, and the session opened at Selles in Berry on the eighteenth of the 
following month. This time he ‘made no attempt to get the regional 
assembly to establish the total needs of the government in order to put 
moral force on the southern provinces. That policy had failed; Charles 
was content to win from Languedoil alone a taille of 200,000 livres, and 
the aides or sales tax on all commodities to be collected for three years. 
When the provincial estates were later assembled to give their approval, 
they protested so strongly against the last tax that the government 
agreed to accept instead an equivalent amount assessed in the manner 
of the taille." 

The amount collected must have proved insufficient, for in February, 
1424, Charles VII again ordered an assembly of the estates to meet at 
Selles. The exact nature of this body is difficult to determine, for the 
letter of convocation did not specify what provinces were convoked.*® 
Two documents refer to a grant voted for “the king our said seigneur by 
the people of the three estates of his obedience”—a phraseology which 
suggests that the meeting was a true national assembly, the first since 
1421. Two similar statements were made in reference to the payment of 
deputies.1” However, the absence of supporting evidence in the archives 
of the towns in Languedoc raises considerable doubt. It is only certain 
that those present voted 1,000,000 livres including the aides or equiva- 
lents granted for three years at Selles in August, 1423.18 The provincial 
estates in Languedoil gave their consent during the following spring 
and summer. In May, 1424, the estates of Languedoc and Dauphiné 
voted a tax, but whether or not their action was related to the grant 
made at Selles, we are unable to say.”” 
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Mystery shrouds the next large assemblies as well. Charles VII 
ordered the estates to meet at Montlucon in October, 1424; but later the 
meeting was transferred to Poitiers, and apparently only the provinces 
from western Languedoil were represented. A month later a second 
meeting, this time for the eastern provinces, was held at Riom. Doubt- 
less the separation of the estates was occasioned by the desire of the 
king to spare the deputies from Lyonnais, Auvergne, etc., the long and 
dangerous journey to Poitiers insofar as he planned to move eastward 
shortly himself. Probably both assemblies agreed on setting the total 
needs of the crown at 1,000,000 livres with the intention that part of 
this sum would be collected from the unrepresented southern provinces 
as had been done with the levy voted at Bourges in January, 1423. The 
estates of Dauphiné and Languedoc were assembled to give consent to 
their portion.”° 

By the fall of 1425 the financial position of the crown was again 
desperate. Under the influence of the Constable of Richemont, it was 
decided to turn once more to the Estates General, and the national as- 
sembly was ordered to meet at Poitiers on October 1. The towns of 
Languedoc did not wish to comply and met elsewhere in November to 
consent to a levy, and the deputies sent to Poitiers by Rouergue were 
unwilling to participate in any grant made in so large an assembly so 
far from home.?! 

Once more the crown had attempted to make use of an Estates Gen- 
eral and once more the southern provinces had refused to co-operate. 
The king had to content himself with getting the representatives from 
Languedoil to vote 800,000 francs, of which 100,000 was to be paid by 
the clergy, 450,000 to be raised by the taille, and the remaining 250,000 
by a levy of one-eleventh of the value of all sales of commodities for 
one year.” This last tax aroused so much opposition from the provincial 
estates when they were asked to give their approval that in April, 1426, 
the government decided to abolish it in return for an equivalent sum 
to be collected in the form of a taille.2? 

By the fall of 1426 new funds were needed, but one is not surprised 
to find that the crown made no effort to assemble the northern and 
southern provinces together. Indeed, two separate assemblies were 
ordered for Languedoil. The first, which consisted of Poitou, Touraine, 
and other provinces of the center and west, met at Mehun-sur-Yévre in 
November; and the second, composed of Auvergne, Berry, Bourbonnais, 
Forez, Lyonnais, and Beajolais, met at Montlucon the following month. 
No doubt the king had felt that he could hold two assemblies at no 
great inconvenience to himself and therefore had decided to spare his 
subjects as much traveling as possible. The control of the crown over 
the two meetings is illustrated by the fact that each of them was per- 
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suaded to set the needs of the government at the same figure and to 
agree that the sum should be raised from the entire region by a taille 
of 120,000 livres and a hearth tax. The crown was less successful when 
it turned to the provincial estates for approval. At their hands, the 
hearth tax suffered the same fate as the sales taxes voted in 1423 and 
1425, and had to be converted into the taille.”* 

It is highly improbable that a large assembly was held during 1427, 
but this inactivity was not the fault of the king. In October of that year 
he decided to make another attempt to bring the deputies of Languedoil 
and Languedoc together in a common assembly and ordered representa- 
tives from the two regions to meet in the following month at Poitiers. 
This meeting was postponed several times because of court intrigues 
and war. Finally, the idea of a national assembly had to be abandoned 
altogether. The king who needed funds was forced to content himself 
with smaller assemblies. From the central and western provinces of 
Languedoil he won 100,000 livres in a meeting held at Chinon in April, 
1428. Presumably there was a similar session for eastern Languedoil 
and the estates of Languedoc also met sometime during this period, but 
there is no evidence that any of these assemblies were used to establish 
the total needs of the crown. 

During the late spring of 1428 another meeting of the Estates General 
was planned, and the king directed that the three estates of Dauphiné, 
Languedoc, and Languedoil meet at Tours in July. This meeting was to 
have been the largest thus far held during the reign, for it marked the 
first known instance of the convocation of Dauphiné to meet with the 
other provinces. Once more the national assembly had to be postponed,” 
but finally, in September, the crown managed to get the deputies to- 
gether at Chinon.”® 

The inhabitants of southern France had not responded favorably to 
the demands for a national assembly in 1427 and 1428. Toulouse, for 
example, had been unwilling to give its delegates full powers to act in 
the meeting scheduled for Poitiers in 1427, but had instructed them 
to ask that in the future the estates of Languedoc be held at home. This 
particularistic attitude was shared by others; for when the national 
assembly finally did meet at Chinon, the deputies of Languedoc re- 
quested the king to respect the promise they claimed that he had made 
twice before not to order them to assemble outside of their province. 
Should it be absolutely necessary to break this pledge, the king was 
asked to abandon the practice of summoning individual ecclesiastics, 
nobles, and towns. Instead he was requested to have the provincial 
estates elect ‘“‘a great and notable embassy from all the estates to go to 
him together, each at the expense of his estate; for when one is con- 
voked individually, it is impossible to travel together, and furthermore 
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the expense is unbearable, especially for the seigneurs of the church 
and the nobles.” 2” This last statement reflected the deputies’ desire to 
travel in large numbers for security, if travel they must, and especially 
to avoid the expense of long journeys outside their province. Provincial- 
ism was demonstrated at the same time by the request that the 
Parlement established in the province in 1420 be maintained, a petition 
that the king did not allow, for the union of the estates of Languedoc 
and Languedoil at Chinon was marked by an edict reuniting the 
Parlements of the two areas. For the first time in eight years Charles 
had a single sovereign court of justice for his domains. 

Rouergue was even less enthusiastic about national assemblies. The 
deputies from Rouergue refused to take part in the deliberations at 
Chinon in 1428. They stated in no uncertain terms that if the king 
wished a subsidy from them, he must convoke their provincial estates. 
In desperation, Charles did so in December and was rewarded by the 
paltry sum of 6,000 livres. There is no evidence that Dauphiné partici- 
pated in the estates of Chinon, but the estates of Dauphiné met in 
September of that year.”® 

The national assembly at Chinon was not a complete failure. The 
king won the equivalent of a décime from the clergy and 500,000 livres 
from the lay estates, two-fifths of which was to come from Languedoc. 
No special session appears to have been held later in that province to 
give consent, the vote at Chinon being considered final. It would be 
easy to exaggerate this apparent triumph over provincialism. The repre- 
sentation from Languedoc at Chinon was complete enough to be con- 
sidered a true assembly of her estates, albeit meeting outside the 
province. Some historians have argued that the estates of Languedoc 
and Languedoil deliberated separately at Chinon, and there is no doubt 
that the deputies from the south were careful to defend their privileges. 
Not only did they ask that in the future they be assembled only in 
Languedoc, but also they won a promise from the king that no taxes 
would be levied on them without the consent of their estates.2° 

A period of about two years followed in which our knowledge of the 
assemblies of Charles VII is grossly insufficient. The towns of Langue- 
doc believed the king intended for the Estates General to meet in March, 
1429, and they planned to assemble together to name deputies to save 
the expense of individual delegations. This meeting of the Estates Gen- 
eral was never held, perhaps because of the protest of the estates of 
Languedoc against sending deputies outside their province. It is more 
likely, however, that the towns of Languedoc misinterpreted the di- 
rectives, and that the king had no intention of holding another national 
assembly so soon.*® Not until March, 1431, was there another meeting 
of even the three estates of Languedoil. 
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The absence of large assemblies between September, 1428, and 
March, 1431, may be readily explained. This period saw the first great 
victories of Charles VII and his triumphant coronation at Reims. He 
had neither the time nor the need to hold large meetings, for when 
“the subsidies voted by the estates of Chinon were exhausted, Charles 
VII, still under the prestige of the marvelous campaign of Reims, 
thought he could bypass the Estates General and send commissioners 
to the provinces to treat directly with the provincial estates concerning 
the levy of a new tax.” *! There is ample evidence that provincial as- 
semblies were held and that the idea of consent to taxation was by no 
means lost during these years or the three that followed.” 

Little is known of the assembly of the estates that finally did meet 
at Poitiers in March and April of 1431 except that an ordonnance was 
issued at its request and 200,000 livres were voted. This grant was later 
approved by the provincial estates. A second meeting took place at 
Amboise the last of November where a levy on merchandise entering 
and leaving the towns was granted, but later converted into the taille 
as a result of the strong protests of the municipalities.** 

Near the end of 1432, Charles VII decided to make still another at- 
tempt to use the Estates General, but the meeting which was to have 
taken place at Poitiers on February 20, 1433, had to be postponed for 
unknown reasons.** The three estates of Languedoil did meet in Sep- 
tember and October of that year at Tours. A taille of 40,000 francs and 
a hearth tax of five sous to be collected for six months were levied. This 
last assessment proved unpopular, and at the request of the provincial 
estates was changed into the taille.** In August, 1434, the king again 
held a meeting of the three estates of Languedoil at Tours where a 
subsidy of 40,000 livres was voted.*® 

Two months later, Charles VII returned once more to the idea of 
holding the Estates General, and he ordered the people of the three 
estates of Languedoc and Languedoil to meet him at Montferrand in 
Auvergne in December. This meeting was postponed until January and 
finally abandoned altogether.*’ Probably the change in plans was oc- 
casioned near the end of January by the necessity of the king to move 
to Poitiers where a hasty attempt was made to bring the three estates 
of western Languedoil together. The eastern portion of the region was 
ordered to appear before the king at Issoudun in April, 1435, but the 
assembly was almost certainly not held. At Poitiers a poorly attended 
meeting voted a taille of 120,000 livres and consented to the aides for 
four years, but the protests of the provincial estates caused this second 
tax to be changed to the taille.*° 

In February, 1436, the king returned to the problem of financing his 
government. The estates of Languedoil met at Poitiers, agreed to a 
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taille of 200,000 livres, and repeated the performance of the preceding 
year of voting the aides. There is some doubt, but the estates probably 
intended to let the king have the aides for three years. In May, Charles 
followed up this success by winning a similar grant at Paris from the 
region north of the Seine and the Yonne.*® 

This time Charles was in a stronger position than on the previous 
occasions when he had obtained the consent of the regional estates for 
the aides. He had recently made peace with the Duke of Burgundy; 
eventual victory over the English was now assured. He must have hoped 
that his new prestige would help his negotiations with the provincial 
estates. It may have, but he was only partly successful. Some of the 
provincial estates were prevailed upon to accept the aides, but others 
changed the tax to the equivalent. Where the aides were established, 
however, they were often collected without the consent of the provincial 
estates; nor did Charles ever bother to appeal to the estates of Langue- 
doil for a renewal of the grant.*® To the revenue from the domain and 
the gabelle, he had added the aides as a source of income he could levy 
at will, except in those provinces where the provincial estates had 
emerged victorious. 

Great as was the victory of the young king, he had by no means freed 
himself from the problem of getting consent for taxation. He derived 
only 3 per cent of his income from the domain and 9 per cent from the 
gabelle in 1461, the last year of his reign. This revenue he had always 
controlled, and now he had added the aides which, including the equiva- 
lents, amounted to 30 per cent of the royal income. The remaining 58 
per cent came from the taille.*t As long as the estates controlled this 
tax, the crown could not become financially independent. 

The progress made toward financial independence in the north and 
center of the kingdom in 1436 was not fully duplicated in the south. A 
subsidy which did not include the hated aides was won from Dauphiné 
in August, and early the following year the king presided over an as- 
sembly of the estates of Languedoc at Béziers in which the aides were 
voted for a definite period of three years.*” 

No more large assemblies of the estates appear to have taken place 
until August, 1439, when the king ordered the prelates, barons, and 
representatives of the towns of his kingdom to meet at Paris, Because 
a plague broke out in that city, the meeting was transferred to Orléans 
where the sessions were held from about October 20 to November Be 
This assembly has often been considered the most important that took 
place during the reign of Charles VII, A completely erroneous theory 
has developed that the estates at this time consented to the creation 
of a permanent standing army and voted a permanent taille for its 
support, that the king was thereby freed from the necessity of getting 
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consent for taxation, and that national representative institutions 
ceased to be convoked except in rare emergencies. Simple and con- 
venient as is this explanation of the decline of national representa- 
tive assemblies in France, it contains scarcely a word of truth, as 
Antoine Thomas pointed out as early as 1878.** 

The letter of Charles VII convoking the estates did not even mention 
the need for a subsidy or a standing army. The towns were only asked 
to give their deputies powers to discuss the proposed peace with Eng- 
land, almost certain proof that the crown had no intention of asking for 
any radical change in financial policy.** Strong peace parties existed in 
both the warring kingdoms, and negotiations had been intermittently 
carried on near Calais during 1439. By late summer it had become ap- 
parent that France could have peace only if Normandy, Guyenne, 
Calais, and Guines were surrendered in full sovereignty to the Lan- 
castrians. Before making such a momentous decision, Charles VII had 
decided to assemble the three estates to get their opinion, and more im- 
portant, to rally support for whatever policy he had resolved to follow.” 

It was for this purpose that the princes, lords, prelates, and deputies 
of the towns assembled at Orléans near the end of October, 1439. 
There has been some controversy as to what regions were represented. 
The letters of convocation specifically stated that it was the notables 
of the kingdom who were convoked, not just those of Languedoil. The 
Ordonnance of Orléans refers to the presence of the three estates of the 
kingdom, and Charles VII later reproached the town of Lunel in Lan- 
guedoc for not having sent deputies. But no evidence has yet been 
found to show that the bourgeoisie of Languedoc or Rouergue even 
assembled to choose representatives, though some ecclesiastics and 
nobles from these provinces may have come to Orléans. The newly 
freed towns to the north of the Loire were more obedient and the Dukes 
of Orléans, Burgundy, and Brittany and the Count of Armagnac sent 
ambassadors, but there was no other representation from their do- 
mains.*° 

At the opening assembly the chancellor explained the nature and 
progress of the peace negotiations and copies of the articles of the 
treaty were given to those present so that everyone would be fully 
informed. For more than a week the estates debated the question of 
peace or war without arriving at a decision. During the course of the 
debate, the sufferings of the people from marauding soldiers came under 
discussion, and out of this emerged those portions of the Ordonnance of 
1439 which dealt with the army. The purpose of these articles was to 
restore discipline, not to create a permanent army. Discussion of the 
sufferings of the people led to the question of taxation; articles in the 
ordonnance forbade the nobility to interfere in the collection of royal 
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subsidies, to take part of what was collected, or to levy the taille or 
aides on their own subjects without the consent of the king. Nothing 
whatsoever was said about a permanent taille, and only 100,000 livres 
were voted.*” 

The three estates at Orléans failed to come to a decision on the pro- 
posed peace, and Charles ordered the representatives of his kingdom to 
meet again in February, 1440, at Bourges to make a second attempt to 
reach an agreement. He evidentally anticipated a revolt by certain 
powerful seigneurs if he failed to rally popular support behind the 
course of action he had determined upon. This fear was realized when, 
early in February, some of the great feudal magnates reached an ac- 
cord at Blois, and the dauphin, Louis, lent his adherence. This revolt, 
known as the Praguery, prevented the king from keeping his appoint- 
ment with the estates. The deputies waited and waited. Their number 
was great. We know that there were twenty-seven from the third estate 
of Languedoc alone; doubtless there were many from Languedoil and 
the newly liberated territory north of the Loire as well. Finally, early 
in August the king gave most of them permission to go home. The 
deputies of the clergy may have remained another month to consent to 
a tax, and the deputies from Languedoc who had come so far were 
especially invited to meet the king at Saint-Pourc¢ain. On their way, 
they were brutally attacked and robbed. This dismal event marked the 
final episode of the last known meeting of the Estates General until 
1468.*8 

We are thus brought face to face with one of the most critical prob- 
lems in the constitutional history of France. Why did Charles VII, 
after nineteen years of continual use, abandon the large representative 
assemblies? His motive could hardly have been fear. The assemblies had 
made no effort to control the government, and he could not have fore- 
seen the long-range threat of the meetings to the crown, a threat that 
the Tudor monarchs failed to realize a century later. He had convoked 
the Estates General and the estates of Languedoil during his early years 
of weakness; why should he drop these institutions when he became 
strong? 

Charles VII did offer an explanation. Early in 1442 a group of re- 
bellious great nobles met at Nevers where, in the hope of winning popu- 
lar support, they criticized the king for levying the taille without con- 
voking “the princes, prelates, barons, and people of the three estates of 
the kingdom.” *° The king replied that he had sought consent whenever 
possible, but that he had the right to levy the taille on his own authority 
because of the emergency in which the kingdom found itself. Then he 
added significantly, “it is not necessary to assemble the three estates to 
levy the tailles because it is only a burden and an expense to the poor 
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common people who have to pay the cost of those who attend. Several 
seigneurs have requested that we cease to make such convocations and 
are content for these reasons that we send commissioners to the élus 
in accordance with the good pleasure of the king.” °° 

Was this the real reason that led Charles to abandon the Estates 
General and the estates of Languedoil? In part, yes; he must have been 
particularly embarrassed to have kept the deputies waiting at Bourges 
for six months in 1440. His concern led him to transfer the burden of 
the payment of the delegation from Languedoc to their provincial estates 
who could bear it better than the individuals or the towns.”* 

Nevertheless, one cannot say that the large assemblies were unpopu- 
lar with all the people. Rather it seems that in some areas they were 
favored, in some areas they were not. The inhabitants of the outlying 
provinces tended to dislike them. Charles VII had convoked the Estates 
General on at least nine occasions, but in several instances the towns of 
Languedoc had been unwilling to name deputies, the record of Rouergue 
was no more impressive, and Dauphiné may never have answered the 
summons.” 

The provincial attitude of the deputies from Languedoc and Rouergue 
was still more apparent in the very limited number of occasions they 
did attend the Estates General. The former pleaded not to be convoked 
outside of their province, and only in 1428 did they agree to a tax while 
in the national assembly. Rouergue was even less co-operative and 
proudly refused to participate in the discussions. Indeed, the crown 
could not even get Rouergue to hold joint assemblies with the estates 
of Languedoc in 1424 and 1433. The mystery is not so much why 
Charles VII eventually abandoned the idea of summoning these prov- 
inces to the Estates General, but rather why he persisted so long in 
calling them. 

The inhabitants of the various provinces of Languedoil had proved 
much more co-operative. They had usually come when summoned, al- 
though it must be confessed that their record was far from perfect. 
Charles VII felt it necessary to threaten those who failed to attend the 
estates at Selles in 1424, and the deputies of Tours waited at Loches in 
1432 nine days after the appointed date for the estates before leaving 
because “the seigneurs and good towns had not come.” > But on the 
other hand, when once assembled, the estates of Languedoil had always 
voted at least part of the financial assistance requested. Many persons 
may have regretted the necessity to pay their own or a deputy’s ex- 
penses, but there is no proof of strong opposition by the people of this 
region to these assemblies. 

There is even evidence that failure to hold large assemblies of the 
estates to give initial approval to taxation caused some criticism in 
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Languedoil. In 1435 the deputies of Tours arrived at Poitiers after the 
termination of a meeting of the estates of western Languedoil in which 
a grant had been made. Before the king and his council, they were asked 
to give their adherence. After a night of reflection, the deputies refused, 
saying that if the king needed money, he should assemble the estates 
“of all his obedience.” *° 

In November, 1441, the estates of Auvergne complained that their 
share of the levy on Languedoil had: been increased in spite of the 
desolation of their province. They petitioned that no more than their 
former quota be asked of them in the future. Implied, at least, was the 
desire to return to the earlier procedure of having the estates of Lan- 
guedoil give initial consent to taxation, a desire which the king recog- 
nized and promised to respect, though without result.®* 

The French people then .were so divided that there was no over- 
whelming opinion for or against the institution, and the king may well 
have been persuaded that a majority of his subjects were actually op- 
posed. It is not unlikely that some royal officials sought to bring him 
to this view. The estates could hardly have been popular with many 
of this class, for the deputies never failed to call the attention of the 
king to the administrative abuses in the kingdom. There was no way 
officials could prevent individual complaints from reaching royal ears, 
but they could, at least, stop a collective attack by the three estates by 
advising against their convocation and advocating that it was the king’s 
privilege to levy what taxes he pleased, especially in time of emergency. 
Commynes later reported that there was such talk among officials, but 
he was careful to add that he had never heard a king voice a like 
opinion.” Thus the complaints of many of his subjects about having to 
send deputies to the Estates General, added to the advice of some of- 
ficials, may have influenced Charles to change his policy, but circum- 
stantial evidence points to an additional factor. Charles VII decided to 
abandon the Estates General and the estates of Languedoil because 
they were no longer necessary. 

During the early years of the reign, the war had placed a heavy 
burden on the treasury at a time when the income from the royal domain 
was almost nil. Money was needed, but the prestige of the crown was 
too low for Charles to go directly to the provincial estates as often as 
necessary without first carefully preparing public opinion. This could 
best be done by bringing together local leaders and deputies from as 
large an area as possible to give the royal councilors a chance to ex- 
plain the financial needs of the government and to ask for aid. The 
estates fixed the amount to be levied and each province was assessed 
its share. The provincial estates were thus placed on the defensive be- 
cause the clergymen, noblemen, and burghers who attended the national 
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and regional assemblies also participated in the smaller meetings. They 
and their constituents whom they had bound by their action were 
morally obligated to vote something. 

Unfortunately for the crown, this obligation was only partially ful- 
filled. The provincial estates and towns were rarely willing to grant all 
the money asked of them, and the great seigneurs were apt to demand 
a share of any royal levy collected from their domain. The estates of 
both Haut- and Bas-Limousin did not hesitate to insist on a reduction 
of their share of a tax levied with the consent of the estates of Lan- 
guedoil meeting at Bourges in 1423. The estates of La Marche won a 
reduction of 2,500 livres from a total of 12,000 levied on them by the 
estates of Languedoil meeting in Poitiers in October, 1425. The three 
estates of Auvergne voted only 30,000 of the 45,000 livres required of 
them by the grant made to the king by the estates of Languedoil in 
April, 1431. The estates of La Marche got a 20 per cent reduction of its 
share of the grant accorded in 1433 by the estates of Languedoil and 
other examples could be given.”* 

In a few parts of France the provincial estates did not have the right 
of consenting to taxation, but here the crown found it necessary to 
negotiate directly with great towns of the region before collecting a tax. 
Lyon provides a good example of this situation. The three estates of 
Lyonnais were rarely summoned, and the crown simply divided the 
levy on that province between the town and the plat pays. The former 
almost invariably protested during the first two decades of Charles’s 
reign and, usually alone, but occasionally in conjunction with the plat 
pays, negotiated with the crown for a reduction in the size of the levy. 
Rarely during this period did Charles fail to give at least partial satis- 
faction.”® 

The king also had to contend with the great seigneurs, who had to be 
recompensed when they consented to the collection of a royal tax in 
their domain. La Marche was assessed 13,000 livres as its share of the 
tax voted by the estates of Languedoil in January, 1423, but in return 
for 8,000 livres, the king surrendered to the Count of La Marche this 
entire sum and also that due from his seigneuries in Languedoc.” 

The Estates General and the estates of Languedoil had proved to be 
but partially satisfactory instruments to influence public opinion during 
the early years of the reign, and after the coronation at Reims in 1429 
and the reconciliation with Burgundy in 1435, Charles felt strong 
enough to proceed without their questionable assistance. Between 1436 
and his death in 1461, he went directly to the provincial estates and 
towns for financial aid except for the small grant he won from the 
estates at Orléans in 1439. 

The ease with which Charles was able to abandon the large repre- 
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sentative assemblies should by no means be considered a victory for 
the crown. He would undoubtedly have preferred to win approval for 
taxation in one large assembly as did his English rival, who was thus 
able to make negotiations with so many small assemblies unnecessary. 
Indeed, it was far more difficult for Charles to control the deliberations 
of the provincial estates and the towns than those of the Estates Gen- 
eral. When the representatives of the kingdom met, they were in his 
power. Persuaded by the royal councilors, impressed by the royal 
majesty, surrounded by the palace guard, and far from their homes, 
they rarely mustered sufficient courage to resist the king’s desires. In 
the provincial estates and municipal assemblies, on the other hand, the 
reverse was true. The king was not present. In his place stood one or 
more royal commissioners who inspired little awe among the local 
leaders. There was no council to guide the deliberations and the initia- 
tive was seized by the members of the assembly who treated and 
bargained with their monarch instead of following his lead. Secure in 
a fortified town or castle, surrounded by their friends, and far from 
the royal army, they did not hesitate to change the form of a tax, re- 
duce the amount of the levy, or even refuse to vote anything at all. If 
they granted money, they were likely to request concessions in the same 
breath. Thus it was the provincial estates and the privileged towns that 
were the true checks on royal taxation; and if we except the deputies 
from the southern provinces, the members of the Estates General were 
reasonably pliable. Charles VII had often persuaded the Estates Gen- 
eral to vote higher taxes than he had been able to get the provincial 
estates to accept, and time and again the national assembly agreed to 
the hated aides only to have the provincial estates refuse to pay this 
form of tax. Unsatisfactory as the Estates General and the estates of 
Languedoil must have been, they would have been preferred to the 
provincial estates if they could have given final consent to taxation. 
Charles VII, like the monarchs of the late Middle Ages, sought unified 
institutions for his multitude of sovereignties, and the assemblies of the 
estates were by no means an exception to this rule. His decision to 
abandon the large representative institutions in favor of the provincial 
estates was but one aspect of the policy adopted around 1440 of giving 
into the particularistic desires of his subjects. Each new province con- 
quered by his armies brought new demands for local autonomy. The sys- 
tem of centralization proved unworkable or at least cumbersome. ‘The 
kingdom was so large that in most areas, such as justice, finance, and 
accountancy, it was impossible to deal with everything simultaneously 
at Paris. It was necessary to create elsewhere other sovereign courts 
and other departments which would bring the subjects nearer to the 
royal administration.” °' This movement was hindered by the egotistic 
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opposition of the officials in power, and it took shape only as the neces- 
sity became overwhelmingly apparent. Even before 1435, steps had 
been taken to subdivide the administration of the aides, and the domain 
was soon to be treated in a like manner. A Cour des aides was estab- 
lished at Montpellier in 1437 and a Parlement at Toulouse in 1443 for 
Languedoc. A similar division of the two courts was later made to sat- 
isfy the demands of other historic provinces, and the Chambre des 
comptes suffered a similar fate. Indeed, it was the simultaneous de- 
centralization of the royal administration, the sovereign courts, and the 
representative institutions that marked the dividing line between the 
Medieval and the Renaissance Monarchy in France. 


The Provincial Estates and Taxation 


The decision of Charles VII to abandon his attempt to use the Estates 
General and the estates of Languedoil to give preliminary consent to 
taxation only meant that he went directly to each province and town 
for help without preliminary fanfare or publicity to prepare public 
opinion. Occasionally the government had bypassed the larger assem- 
blies before 1440 because of an urgent need for money, an obviously 
justifiable request, or a feeling that the propaganda effect of the larger 
assemblies could safely be dispensed with, as a result of the temporary 
enhancement of the crown by military and diplomatic victories. In 
1422, between 1429 and 1433, and between 1437 and 1439 the king had 
gone directly to many of the provincial estates in Languedoil for aid; 
this was his habitual method of getting grants from Languedoc, 
Dauphiné, and Rouergue. On three occasions Charles asked the town 
of Lyon for assistance before 1436 without the prior consent of the 
estates of Languedoil. Two requests were for funds to ransom important 
soldiers, and the third was to provision Orléans in 1429,” 

The failure of the crown to get the preliminary consent of the Estates 
General or the estates of Languedoil was of no great concern to the 
provincial estates. The only change was that the prelates, nobles, and 
deputies of the towns were spared the expense of a journey to the 
national or regional assembly, and the king and his council decided 
royal needs without formally asking their advice. Only the three estates 
of Auvergne are known to have offered any objection to the new pro- 
cedure. The provincial estates were still asked to give their consent to 
the taille. If the amount levied on them seemed too large, they could 
and did protest. Even little Franc-Alleu, a territory of only twenty 
parishes, managed to get its share of the taille of 1437 reduced from 
700 to 500 livres. The latter figure was almost always requested of her 
estates from that time. The estates were also free to submit their 
grievances for royal redress. 
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Two developments did forebode little good for the provincial estates. 
The first grew out of the aides voted the king in 1436, and the second 
resulted from the reduced financial needs of the victorious monarch at 
the end of the Hundred Years War. 

The aides in 1436 were taxes on the sale of food, merchandise, and 
wine. These taxes by their very nature were generally unpopular, but 
the method of collecting them was especially disliked. The ordonnance 
establishing the aides provided that they were to be turned over to tax 
farmers, and it was widely believed that only a fraction of what these 
men collected found its way into the hands of the king. This situation 
troubled the people, for if the royal needs were not satisfied, requests 
for additional taxation could be expected.” 

In consequence, there was a strong tendency for the provincial estates 
to offer the king an equivalent in lieu of the aides. This equivalent 
usually took the form of a direct tax assessed and collected after the 
manner of the taille. One is apt to think of the taille as being the most 
hated of all taxes, but during the fifteenth century it was usually re- 
garded as the least objectionable form of levy. It was collected by the 
provincial estates or, in the pays d’élections, by the élus, royal officials 
whose accounts were carefully audited by their superiors, or by the 
representatives of the provincial estates. It was presumed that the sub- 
stitution of the equivalent meant lower taxes because the loss in col- 
lection was less.® 

In 1435 and in his earlier attempts to impose the aides, Charles VII 
had suffered ignominious defeat, but in 1436 he could add the prestige 
won from a treaty with Burgundy to the consent of the estates of Lan- 
guedoil when he began to negotiate with the provincial assemblies. One 
by one the provincial estates were cajoled into paying the aides or offer- 
ing an equivalent in their stead. Basse-Auvergne won a year of grace 
before accepting the aides. Limousin, La Marche, and Périgord escaped 
until 1451 when they finally agreed to pay an equivalent. Other prov- 
inces in Languedoil came into line, and when once the aides or the 
equivalent was agreed upon, they were often collected without further 
consultation with the estates. 

The most famous battle concerning the aides took place in Langue- 
doc. In January, 1437, the provincial estates consented to the hated tax 
for three years. By 1439, they were already petitioning the king to re- 
move the levy at the appointed date, a request that he failed to grant 
because of his great financial needs. Probably the estates repeated the 
petition each time they assembled thereafter, but only for their meeting 
in October, 1442, is there much information. In that year they once 
more protested against the aides, and the king, who was then in the 
south, replied that the assemblies of the estates were harmful and he 
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didn’t intend to use those of Languedoil any more. This statement must 
certainly have frightened the estates with its faintly concealed hint that 
their existence was also in jeopardy, but it soon became apparent that 
they had no cause for fear. A few months later the king bowed to the 
particularistic desires of his subjects by creating a Parlement at 
Toulouse, and at the same time he offered to change the aides to an 
equivalent. The three estates of Languedoc were not again threatened 
for two centuries; but future kings permitted no reduction in the 
amount of the equivalent, in spite of many protests. 

By judicious concessions, the crown had won a partial victory, and 
between 1461 and 1493 it got about 65,000 livres annually from the 
equivalent in Languedoc alone.®* A small, fixed income had been won 
that was difficult for the provincial estates to challenge because it was 
at their request that it had been established. The king had found a 
welcome substitute for the aides which had been voted under protest for 
limited periods of time. Perhaps he had insisted on the aides to make 
the provincial estates happy to accept a less objectionable substitute. 
Then too, where there were no provincial estates or privileged towns, 
the aides were collected without consent. 

But the total income derived from the royal domain, aides, equivalent, 
and gabelle was insufficient to cover the needs of the government. The 
taille was still essential. As long as the provincial estates maintained 
their right to consent to this tax, their life was assured. 

At first there seemed to be little possibility that Charles could reduce 
the taille enough to make the provincial estates willing to disregard 
their right of consent. In 1445 he actually moved in the opposite direc- 
tion by placing an additional burden on the realm. To restore order 
and to protect his subjects against bandits, marauders, and the English, 
he issued ordonnances establishing 2,000 lances of six men each to be 
garrisoned in and supported by the various provinces. At first the as- 
sessment to support the troops was in money and in kind, but after a 
few years the provincial estates, whose consent, of course, had been re- 
quested, won the right to meet the entire burden by a money payment 
that became known as the taille des gens de guerre. The tax was heavy. 
Auvergne supported 160 Jances at an annual cost of 59,520 francs in 
1449. In addition, the province paid the regular taille of 35,500 francs 
and aides and gabelles amounting to at least 20,000 more. The total 
figure came to 115,020 francs of which over half went to support the 
local garrison.® 

The expense of the army was so great that the provincial estates often 
sought a reduction in the number of troops allotted to their defense, and 
by 1451 the favorable progress of the war and the restoration of order 
enabled the king to grant their request. The number of Jances in Au- 
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vergne was cut by twenty making possible a reduction in the tax of 
about 7,500 livres. Of far greater importance, Charles abandoned the 
regular taille altogether. With the approach of peace, the royal domain, 
aides, and gabelle provided sufficient revenue for the government, and 
the taille des gens de guerre supported the army.”° 

The effect of this reform on the people was immense, the total tax 
burden on Auvergne being reduced by over a third. Small wonder little 
protest was raised when, in the same breath, the king ordered the élus 
to impose the necessary taxes to support the dances without convoking 
the provincial estates to give consent.” The taille to support the army, 
like the aides some years earlier, had come to be levied by royal com- 
mand alone. 

The relative complaisance with which the inhabitants of Auvergne 
and other provinces in Languedoil and the généralité of the Outre-Seine 
surrendered their right of consent is also explained by the fact that 
petitions submitted by individuals, towns, and other corporate groups 
were as apt, or more apt, to be heard favorably by the crown than re- 
quests forwarded by the provincial estates. This was brought out clearly 
by a tax investigation conducted under Charles VIII. It was revealed 
that in the généralités of Languedoil and Outre-Seine, where there were 
no provincial estates, the inhabitants paid the taille at per hearth rates 
of 19 sous and 27 sous respectively. In Normandy and Languedoc, 
where the provincial estates had continued to give consent, the taille 
was collected at a rate of 60 sous, 8 deniers, and 67 sous per hearth.” 
The preference for individual petitions is also illustrated by the attitude 
of Lyon. When the town was told to elect deputies to go to the estates 
at Poitiers in November, 1427, some of the other communities in 
Lyonnais suggested that they choose a delegation in conjunction with 
the town, but the consuls refused—even though one of their number 
was sufficiently farsighted to point out that they would be stronger if 
they acted as a unit. The majority thought that they would more likely 
win special favors if they went separately to the king.”® It was true that 
when they had acted with the countryside the year before, the com- 
munities had not co-operated fully, but the fact remains that it was 
easier for the king to make reductions for a single town than for an en- 
tire province. Lyon refused to co-operate because she hoped for bigger 
concessions if she acted alone. 

In Limousin and La Marche where there had been no élus, the office 
was created and the newly appointed officials were told to collect the 
taxes in the same manner as in Auvergne. The estates of central France 
were not officially disbanded. With royal permission the feudal seigneurs 
of Auvergne and La Marche occasionally convoked the three estates to 
vote taxes for their own use. Sometimes the king summoned them to 
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approve a treaty, to elect deputies to the Estates General, or to codify 
or revise the customary law of the province; but these convocations 
were exceptional and the last decade of Charles’s reign saw a decay in 
the representative institutions of this region. Unfortunately little is 
known of the provincial estates in other parts of Languedoil. We can 
only assume that they suffered a similar fate. Certainly sessions of the 
provincial estates of Poitou, Berry, Forez, Touraine, etc. were rarer 
after 1451." 

The right of the great towns to give consent was less jeopardized by 
the changes during these years. When Lyon received its assessment of 
the taille from the king during the 1440’s, an assembly of the town 
levied a tax on its citizens to meet the royal demands just as had been 
done earlier when the three estates of Languedoil had first given ap- 
proval. A special taille was instigated in 1445 to support the eight lances 
assigned to the town, but in 1451 the regular taille was virtually aban- 
doned leaving only the tax for the garrison. As a result, the total taille 
dropped from 6,228 to 3,381 livres. Even so the municipal leaders did 
not hesitate to try to get further reductions soon thereafter. Thus the 
municipal governments benefited from these changes without suffering 
an eclipse like the provincial estates.”° 

The provincial estates outside of Languedoil that had acknowledged 
Charles VII fared much better. Languedoc and the other areas to the 
south did not seem to have had their estates threatened in any way by 
these changes. Here élections had never been established, and the crown 
generally lacked the fiscal organization to assume the role of tax col- 
lector, especially when faced with the opposition of strong provincial 
estates. 

The fate of the provinces reconquered from the English varied. The 
towns of Champagne had been assembled in 1431 shortly after their 
liberation from the English, and in 1436, 1437, and 1445-46 there were 
meetings of the deputies of the towns or the three estates of all or part 
of the reconquered territory to the north of the Loire. Thereafter, there 
were no known assemblies of the estates of this region during the 
reign.’® 

The crown may have considered doing away with the estates of 
Normandy. Scarcely had the province been reconquered than the king 
summoned the estates to meet at Rouen and vote 290,000 livres to sup- 
port the lances. Since those who assembled in November, 1450, had 
voted much smaller sums when the English were their masters, they did 
not hesitate to grant the crown a mere 75,000 livres. A little later, the 
procureur and several échevins of Rouen met the king at Tours where 
they appear to have accepted an additional levy of 125,000 livres in the 
hope of getting confirmation of the privileges of the province. For seven 
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years the matter hung in balance. There are no records of any meetings 
of the estates, but it is known that the taille and the aides were levied 
and collected. Then, in the spring of 1458, the crown decided to come 
to terms and the privileges of Normandy were confirmed. Indeed, they 
were more than confirmed, for in the Charter of 1315 the king had 
merely promised to levy taxes only in case of necessity, but in 1458 he 
committed himself to first winning the approval of the three estates of 
the duchy. That December the estates voted the king over 270,000 
livres to support 580 lances, repair certain fortresses, and meet various 
other expenses. For the few remaining years of the reign, the estates 
met each November or December and at no time voted less than 250,- 
000 livres for a year. The Normans had learned how to pay for their 
privileges and their estates were convoked periodically for nearly two 
centuries."” 

Nowhere is our ignorance concerning the estates greater than for 
southwestern France. During the period of English rule, local assemblies 
of the three estates appear to have come into existence in Bordelais, 
Bazadois, and Lannes; and they sometimes joined together in common 
meetings known as the estates of Guyenne. The estates of Armagnac, 
Agenais, and Comminges do not appear to have participated in these 
gatherings at this date.”* 

The French reconquest of the region was gradual, but important 
victories in the early 1440’s enabled the government to hold separate 
assemblies for Armagnac and Agenais in 1443 and 1444 to ask for 
subsidies to support the /ances. The crown was met by refusal, but the 
imprisonment of several consuls and the quartering of troops in some 
of the recalcitrant towns produced a more reasonable attitude. The 
estates of Armagnac and presumably of Agenais met frequently there- 
after to vote the tax for the /ances.’® The three estates of Lannes were 
only asked to defend themselves against the English, and while they 
balked at even this relatively inexpensive request, there was no armed 
resistance and the estates continued to be convoked throughout the 
reign. In 1455 the crown added the request that the local inhabitants 
agree to pay for the repair of the principal forts in the area. By this 
time the estates had become accustomed to voting taxes and there is 
no record of any difficulties arising.*° 

During the campaign to reconquer Bordelais in 1451 Charles prom- 
ised to respect the privileges of the area, privileges that to the in- 
habitants at least included freedom from paying the taille and freedom 
from garrisons, but after the French had been victorious, the king ruled 
that both the troops and the taille were necessary. A revolt broke out, 
the English sent assistance, but once more the French armies emerged 
as victors. This time fewer privileges were promised to the inhabitants, 
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and no mention was made of the role of the estates. There may not have 
been any more assemblies during the reign.** 

Charles’s policy in regard to the provincial estates had not been 
consistent. He had reduced their role in central and northern France, 
but in Languedoc, Normandy, and perhaps Dauphiné and Burgundy, 
the estates were more firmly entrenched at the end of his reign than ever 
before. Local circumstances governed his attitude in each case, but as 
a general rule where the provincial estates were strong and co-operative, 
they were permitted to survive. Where they were not, they were in 
jeopardy. 


The Estates and Foreign Policy 


The Estates General was not only convoked to give preliminary ap- 
proval of taxation, it was also summoned to advise on foreign affairs 
and to ratify treaties. This connection between the preparation and 
ratification of treaties and representative institutions was rooted in 
both theory and practice. Treaties often involved the cessation of land, 
but according to feudal law the lord-vassal relation was one of mutual 
obligation. The king could no more surrender the fief of a vassal to 
another king without the vassal’s consent than the vassal could aban- 
don his lord. Therefore, the transfer of territory—whether fief, town, 
or province—involved getting the consent of those directly concerned. 
The plebiscite was by no means a twentieth century innovation. Under 
the influence of Roman law this limited approach was expanded into 
the concept of the inalienability of any fundamental aspect of sover- 
eignty, whether fiefs, parts of the royal domain, or prerogatives, be- 
cause any alienation affecting the public welfare was the concern of all. 
Should such an alienation seem advisable, it was necessary in ac- 
cordance to the Roman Law principle of guod omnes tangit for the 
crown to get permission from the estates of the realm.*? 

The concept of the inalienability of sovereignty was clearly enunci- 
ated at the assembly of Vincennes in 1329 and was included by Charles 
V in his coronation oath in 1364. Gradually the principle came to be 
considered one of the fundamental laws of the French monarchy, al- 
though it was by no means universally honored by the French kings 
who invoked or forgot it as their needs dictated. Nevertheless, a sover- 
eign who desired French territory, was wise to insist that the French 
king gain the consent of the three estates, in order to prevent him from 
using the inalienability of the domain as an excuse to revoke the treaty 
at an opportune moment. By the same token, if a French king found 
it necessary to make a choice between surrendering part of the king- 
dom to a foreign prince or continuing a costly war, it was to his ad- 
vantage to associate his subjects with his decision in order to escape 
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blame if his choice proved to be the less popular one. Wars caused 
many hardships on the subjects of a prince, but a reduction in the size 
of the kingdom meant an increase in taxes on what remained. The 
choice could be a difficult one on which the sovereign could and should 
demand council. 

Another factor that probably led to many demands for the three 
estates to give approval to treaties grew out of the idea that a king 
could not bind his successors. Towns and provinces invariably re- 
quested a new king to confirm the privileges granted them by his prede- 
cessors. Even royal debts might be called into question by a new 
succession. If treaties were to be perpetual, therefore, they ought to 
be approved by the three estates and registered by the Parlement of 
Paris. These precautions were not always taken, but they appeared 
frequently enough to become a characteristic of the diplomacy of the 
various Renaissance Monarchies of Europe. 

The Treaty of Troyes of May, 1420, provides an example. By its 
terms Henry V of England and his descendants were promised the 
succession to the French throne. This agreement was obviously subject 
to challenge by the excluded dauphin, Charles, and his supporters. The 
treaty sought to meet this objection by insisting that the consent of the 
three estates of the two kingdoms be given in order to insure that 
“concord, peace, and tranquility . . . be perpetually observed in the 
future... .” °° The treaty further stipulated that neither the mad 
Charles VI of France, the English king, nor the Duke of Burgundy 
would make any peace or other agreement with the dauphin without 
the advice and consent of the other two rulers “and the three estates of 
the two kingdoms. . . .” ** About six months after the treaty was 
signed, the three estates of that part of the country controlled by the 
English and Burgundians met at Paris and gave their consent.®® This 
situation made it necessary for Charles to consult the estates at im- 
portant junctions in his political and diplomatic maneuvering. The three 
estates at Paris had denied his right to succeed his father. Would it not 
be advisable for him to convoke still larger assemblies in which his title 
and position was tacitly acknowledged? Peace with the English without 
total victory involved territorial concessions. Again the consent of the 
estates was advisable because of the concept of the inalienability of the 
domain. Finally, there was the question of practical politics. Charles 
VII needed the full support of those who acknowledged his suzerainty, 
and their support could best be achieved if he consulted them frequently 
to explain his policies. 

Undoubtedly, diplomatic questions often came up during the as- 
semblies of the estates that were convoked primarily to discuss the 
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financial needs of the crown, but sometimes the estates were assembled 
to give advice on purely political and diplomatic matters. The first such 
occasion arose early in 1425. Charles VII had determined on a change 
in policy which looked towards a rapprochement with the Dukes of 
Brittany and Burgundy and involved the appointment of Richemont as 
constable. To publicize and explain this change, which was designed to 
bring about the return to peace and the eventual unity of the kingdom, 
he held a large assembly at Chinon in March, 1425, and still another 
one at Montleul in May. The exact composition of these meetings is 
unknown, but mention is made of the presence of the princes of the 
blood, members of the nobility, the clergy, the Parlements, and deputies 
of the “good towns.” °° 

A reconciliation with Brittany was effected at Chinon, but Burgundy 
proved more difficult. The king summoned the three estates to Amboise 
in June, 1432, to advise him on this question.*’ As matters drew to a 
close in 1435, another assembly of the three estates was held at Tours 
and was followed in September by the Peace of Arras with the Duke of 
Burgundy.*® 

The assembly of the Estates General at Orléans in 1439 and the meet- 
ing scheduled for Bourges in 1440 were intended to deal with the ques- 
tion of peace with England, but in the former a relatively small tax was 
also voted. Renewed negotiations with England led Charles to order 
another large assembly to meet at Tours in April, 1444. Two chroniclers 
report the presence of all three estates, but another document merely 
refers to the “great seigneurs, barons, and clergymen in very large 
numbers.” The omission of the “good towns” receives negative sup- 
port by the absence of documents in the communal archives on the 
election of deputies.*® Thereafter, there were assemblies to give advice, 
but for none of them has sufficient evidence been found to prove that 
the municipalities participated. Indeed, with the conclusion of the war, 
there was less need to consult the estates on diplomatic matters and 
there were probably no further convocations of the Estates General 
during the reign.° 


The Estates and Domestic Policy 


The third reason that Charles summoned large assemblies was to give 
advice on domestic affairs. When only one or two of the estates were 
concerned with a particular matter, they alone were summoned. The 
Pragmatic Sanction of Bourges in 1438, for example, was prepared 
by an assembly of twenty-nine archbishops and bishops, several abbots, 
and a great number of deputies from the universities and chapters of 
the kingdom, in conjunction with leading nobles and members of the 
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king’s council. Many other large assemblies of the French clergy were 
held during the reign. There were meetings at Bourges in 1440 and 
again in 1444, at Rouen in 1449, at Chartres in 1450, and at Bourges 
once more in 1452.°' The great ordonnance of Montils-les-Tours of 
April, 1454, for the reformation of justice resulted from the deliberation 
of “several seigneurs of our blood and line, several prelates, arch- 
bishops, bishops, barons, and seigneurs of our kingdom, and the people 
of our grand council, and some of the presidents and other people 
of our court of Parlement, and other judges and experienced men of 
our kingdom. . . .” ** The treason trial of the Duke of Alencon in 
October, 1458, made necessary an equally great assembly of peers, 
prelates, nobles, councilors, and judges.°? These and other assemblies 
were large enough and frequent enough to preserve the popular, con- 
sultative nature of the monarchy in spite of the decline in the use of 
the Estates General for financial and diplomatic purposes after 1440. 

When Charles VII died in 1461, he left to his son a people accus- 
tomed, though not yet fully reconciled, to paying enough taxes to sup- 
port a frugal government in time of peace. National and regional 
assemblies were no longer necessary for propaganda to prepare the 
provincial estates and towns for these demands. Indeed, some of the 
provincial estates had ceased to be consulted on revenue matters, al- 
though others were more firmly entrenched than ever before. The 
privileged towns in the areas without estates had maintained their right 
of consent, and the nobility and royal officeholders had made good 
their claim to exemption from nearly all contributions. Only the in- 
habitants of the countryside paid without consent, and these people 
had rarely participated in the provincial estates in the days when the 
estates had been regularly convoked. The achievement of an adequate 
income by the crown had been far less of a victory than has been 
imagined. Those who paid without consultation had had little or no 
voice before, and those who formerly had been asked to give their 
consent often escaped altogether. 

Charles had been forced to give up any idea he may have had of 
establishing a unified kingdom on the English model. Not only had it 
been necessary to recognize the privileges of provinces, duchies, 
counties, and towns, of nobles, ecclesiastics, officeholders, and burghers, 
but he had been forced to decentralize the royal administration. Even 
the sovereign courts had lost their unity with the creation of comparable 
provincial institutions. A standing army and a militia had been created 
that was equal to the task of repelling most foreign invasions and of 
suppressing robbers and brigands, but it was clearly inadequate to hold 
an unwilling population in subjection. Thus Charles VII bequeathed to 
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his son a monarchy dependent upon popular support, and to secure this 
support, consultations with the vocal elements of the population were 
necessary whenever any important changes were desired. Of this son, 
Louis XI, it may be said, no king of France ever had a more original 
mind or was more willing to introduce innovations, and no king of 
France consulted his subjects more often. 


JHE 


Lous XI and the Estates 


Louis XI and Taxation 


Louis XI began his reign with an attempt to increase the popularity of 
the monarchy. He dismissed many of his predecessor’s advisors, abol- 
ished a number of offices, suppressed the Cour des aides, made conces- 
sions to the great nobles, and confirmed the privileges of provinces, 
monasteries, towns, and other corporate entities.. He even determined 
to reform the existing tax structure. Where there were provincial estates, 
he planned to replace the old taille and aides by a single tax designed 
to yield an equal amount, but levied as the estates desired and collected 
by officials they named. The é/us and other royal tax officers were to be 
abandoned. The wily king further hoped to force the privileged to pay 
their share of the contributions. The plan reflected the original mind 
of the new monarch and his willingness to flaunt traditional practices; 
but had it succeeded, royal power would have suffered grievously from 
the loss of tax-collecting machinery. 

The Normans entered into the new arrangement with enthusiasm. 
They believed that honest tax collection under the supervision of their 
provincial estates would make possible the reduction of the amount 
each individual would have to pay, but their optimism proved unjusti- 
fied. The new tax officials were less efficient or less trustworthy than 
those of the crown, and in 1464 the old system of taxation with the élus 
was restored at the request of the Normans themselves. Somewhat 
similar experiments were tried by the estates of Languedoc and Dau- 
phiné with no better success.” 

Where there were no provincial estates, Louis directed his officials 
to make an extensive poll of the town councils to determine the least 
objectionable form of taxation; but before these interviews were com- 
pleted, he replaced the aides in the countryside with an additional im- 
position levied in the form of the taille. He exempted a large number 
of towns from the taille; to encourage trade, he relieved them from part 
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of the aides as well. The revenue possibilities of the towns were not 
neglected, however, for Louis XI did not hesitate to demand gifts and 
rece loans, a practice which forfeited part of the goodwill he had 
won. 

Louis even revived many of the provincial and regional estates to give 
consent to taxation. In the fall of 1463 when he needed money to repay 
the mortgage the duke of Burgundy held on the towns in Picardy, he 
summoned the three estates of the provinces of eastern Languedoil to 
meet at Montferrand; of western Languedoil, to meet at Tours; and of 
Champagne and the surrounding region, to meet at Troyes. Other as- 
semblies were held in Périgord, Lannes, the Somme region, and probably 
elsewhere.* 

The restoration of these and perhaps other provincial estates for 
taxing purposes was short lived, and Louis returned to the policies of 
his father. Existing provincial estates were allowed to function, but 
those that had been deprived of the right of consent were left moribund. 
Only in southwestern France were the assemblies abandoned by Charles 
VII definitely re-established. Here the three estates of Guyenne prob- 
ably met in 1461. A little later they were called into session by Louis’ 
brother, the Duke of Guyenne, and when the huge province reverted 
once more to the crown, they were summoned on many occasions.” 

It is impossible to say why Louis abandoned the other provincial 
estates. Certainly it was not because he made no further financial de- 
mands on the people, for during his reign taxes became excessive. At 
first the rise in the taille was slow and fluctuating, but beginning in 
1469 it increased steadily from 1,200,000 to 4,600,000 livres in 1481. 
The income from the aides and gabelle remained about the same, but 
under Louis the total amount collected in taxes increased well over 
two and a half times. Small wonder that by his death in 1483, many 
had begun to long for the days of Charles VII. 

Higher taxes were caused by increased expenditures and the necessity 
to make generous concessions to the nobility. Pensions and court costs 
became greater, the number of lances nearly doubled, and other ele- 
ments in the army were expanded. Part of the additional cost should 
have come from the aides, gabelle, and royal domain, but the first two 
levies were alienated with reckless abandon and the last brought in far 
less money than one might have supposed considering the extinction of 
many great feudal houses. Actually, Louis found it advisable to turn 
escheated lands over to the nobility keeping little more than the titles 
of Duke of Burgundy or Count of Provence for himself. The holdings 
of the Count of Armagnac, for example, were granted to over twenty- 
four people who, with three exceptions, were nobles of the sword in 
Louis’ service. These men were not content with the normal income 
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from their new seigneuries, but attempted, with considerable success, 
to appropriate royal taxes from them as well. As a result, Louis in- 
creased the annual revenue from the royal domain from 50,000 livres 
to only 100,000 livres in spite of the numerous fiefs that escheated or 
were confiscated. Matters were made worse by the failure of his plan 
to tax the nobility and the exemptions he granted to merchants and 
officials.® 


The Consultative Assemblies 


Louis’ willingness to ignore public opinion by increasing taxes and 
his failure to continue to use some of the provincial estates should not 
be interpreted as meaning that he was opposed to assemblies. Indeed, 
he “loved to consult, and one of the characteristics of his administration 
was the frequency of the convocations of intelligent and experienced 
people.” “ He had scarcely been crowned before he held at Paris on 
September 9, 1461, a meeting of “the seigneurs of our blood, prelates, 
nobles, and others of our kingdom.” * At this assembly he revoked his 
father’s alienations of the royal domain. Similar meetings were held 
at Tours in December, 1464, at Paris in July, 1466, and no doubt on 
many other occasions.? When the advice of the army was needed, the 
prelates were dropped and in their place the “captains and chiefs of 
war” were assembled with the council.!° To rally support against Bur- 
gundy, he brought together at Tours in November, 1470, twenty great 
nobles, five bishops, some bailiffs, members of the Parlement, and 
financial officials." When only the clergy was concerned, he might sum- 
mon to Lyon the “archbishops, bishops, abbots, prelates, and other 
notable clerics of our kingdom,” as he did in January, 1476.12 The 
universities and chapters were specifically included in another meeting 
of the clergy of the kingdom in September, 1478, at Orléans.12 When 
a judicial matter was involved, he might hold an assembly consisting 
of the Grand Conseil and the presidents and councilors of the Parlement 
of Paris, as at Tours in March and April of 1479. If the matter was in 
part judicial and in part religious, he might summon with the Parlement 
of Paris, some notables from the University at Paris, the requétes de 
Uhotel et du palais, and the Chambre des comptes, as he did in Paris 
in May, 1463.14 

When important matters of administration, trade, commerce, or cur- 
rency were under consideration, Louis XI did not hesitate to turn to 
the towns for advice. In 1461 he required certain municipalities to send 
deputies to a national assembly; in 1463 he commissioned royal officials 
to consult the municipal leaders; in 1464 the deputies of the towns met 
at Paris to advise on monetary problems; in 1466 the towns were told 
to send their opinions on certain matters to be considered in a meeting 
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of the more important royal advisors; and in 1468 the deputies of the 
towns met with members of the other orders in an assembly of the three 
estates.” The fact that Louis XI repeatedly sought the advice of his 
subjects does not mean that he put himself in their tutelage. For ex- 
ample, he ordered the towns to send deputies to Tours on October 20, 
1470, to discuss means to weaken the fairs of Flanders and to prevent 
trade with the states of the Duke of Burgundy, but just before the 
deputies met he issued an ordonnance forbidding this commerce. Fur- 
thermore, over half of the recommendations of the deputies were re- 
jected and in November a second ordonnance was issued in accordance 
with the royal desires.‘° The following September the deputies of the 
towns assembled at Tours to discuss the same subjects.’’ In the spring 
of 1479, the towns sent deputies to Paris to advise royal officials on 
how to prevent the circulation of foreign currency in France and the 
export of French currency abroad. Other assemblies of the deputies of 
the towns were held in May, 1480, and June, 1481, to deal with this 
matter.!8 The number and variety of the meetings were great, and they 
dispel any idea that Louis XI was opposed to assemblies. 

Sometimes Louis preferred to-summon the deputies of the towns to 
large regional assemblies. He used this form of consultation especially 
in connection with his efforts to repopulate the town of Arras after he 
had driven out some disloyal inhabitants. Early in June, 1479, Louis 
issued orders for the deputies of the towns to meet at Paris, Lyon, 
Tours, Rouen, or Saint-Jean-d’Angély. Regional assemblies were held 
on the same subject in September, 1480, and again in July and August, 
1481. The reunion of Provence and Marseille to the crown led the 
king to order an assembly of the towns to meet in January, 1482, to 
advise on the development of trade made possible by the acquisition of 
new ports in this area.”” 

Occasionally, the towns were directed to name representatives to 
meetings that at first seemed to have little to do with trade or com- 
merce. In June, 1483, they were told to send deputies to Amboise to 
witness the celebration of the marriage of the dauphin to Marguerite 
of Austria. After the ceremony, the chancellor told the deputies of the 
twenty-one towns present that the king wanted to improve the adminis- 
tration of justice, increase trade, and, if possible, establish a common 
law and a single system of weights and measures for the kingdom. A 
few days later at Tours, the deputies were further informed that the 
king would also like to have the nobility engage in trade without loss 
of privilege and the tolls removed except at the frontiers of the king- 
dom. A meeting was set for September 6 to discuss these matters, but 
this assembly was never held. The proposed reforms were delayed for 
more than three centuries; for, on August 30, 1483, Louis XI died.”* 
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The Estates General of 1468 


The obvious preference of Louis XI for small advisory assemblies 
did not prevent him from holding the Estates General when it suited 
his purpose. During the spring and summer of 1465 a coalition of rebel- 
lious nobles made several proposals for a meeting, but they coupled 
their request with the demand that the aides be suppressed and the 
taille reduced. Louis had no intention of holding a large assembly to 
discuss such proposals. The Estates General would be assembled 
only to support his cause, and not to serve as a weapon in the hands of 
the disloyal nobles. He preferred to buy temporary peace at the price of 
giving his dissatisfied brother, Charles of France, the duchy of Nor- 
mandy as an appanage. Soon Louis was seeking means to revoke the 
gift. War ensued and he drove his brother from Normandy. Charles 
won the aid of the Duke of Brittany and managed to recapture some 
Norman towns. Burgundy and Savoy promised him assistance, and 
negotiations were begun with England. Louis recognized the seriousness 
of the situation.2? He determined to rally public opinion to the royal 
cause by means of an Estates General. On February 26, 1468, during 
a brief truce, the letters of convocation were issued.”* 

The letters to the towns were addressed to “‘the clergymen, bourgeois, 
men, and inhabitants.”’ They directed that deputies be named to attend 
a meeting of the three estates of Tours on April 1. The king did not ask 
each locality to elect the same number of deputies. Lyon and Poitiers 
were to send one clergyman and three laymen; ** Tours, Troyes, 
Chartres, Rodez, Chdlons-sur-Marne, Agen, and probably Evreux 
and Périgueux, one clergyman and two laymen; *° and Blois, and prob- 
ably Senlis and Millau, two laymen only.?* Otherwise, the various letters 
were virtually identical: the king expressed his concern over sufferings 
occasioned by the civil war; he apologized for setting the date for the 
meeting so soon after the letters of convocation were sent; he insisted 
that the assembly arrive at its conclusions before the termination of the 
truce on May 1. 

The towns held their election at different times during the month of 
March. Except for Lyon and Périgueux, where the municipal councils 
dominated the proceedings, the deputies were named in general assem- 
blies of the inhabitants. In Tours, Troyes, Chartres, Laon, Chalons- 
sur-Marne, and Poitiers, the clergy and lay population elected their 
deputies together. In Orléans and Lyon, they acted separately. Only 
in the latter city did any difficulty develop. A long standing quarrel with 
the clergy led the municipality to name the entire delegation, including 
the deputy for the first estate.?” It is impossible to ascertain the desires 
of the electors concerning the civil war. The cahier of Lyon was given 


Louis XI and the Estates 55 


over to local issues and to the problem of foreign currency, and the 
deputies of Rodez and Millau were content to turn in a joint petition 
protesting against heavy taxation in Rouergue.”® 

There is no real proof that either Louis XI or the rebellious nobles 
tampered with the elections in the towns, or that the king convoked 
only those great prelates and nobles who would do as he said. The 
oft-quoted statement of Commynes that Louis summoned whom he 
wished does not apply to the estates of 1468. Commynes himself asso- 
ciated his remark with a meeting which he said took place at Tours in 
March and April of 1470. Since the king was at Tours at that time, 
there could conceivably have been an assembly. However, the events 
he described fit the meeting held at Tours in November, 1470, and it is 
likely that he referred to this assembly.” That Louis summoned in 
1468 those who had a right and a duty to attend, and not just those who 
would do as he wished, is indicated by his letter ordering the Duke of 
Bourbon, who was something less than pliable, to be at the estates.*® 

The estates failed to open at the appointed date. Louis himself did 
not enter Tours until the afternoon of April 5. He came in great mag- 
nificence, accompanied by a large number of princes and seigneurs who 
were also richly dressed. The usually carelessly attired monarch was 
clearly doing his best to impress those present.** 

The meeting opened the following morning at eight o’clock in the 
great hall of the archepiscopal hotel. Present, in addition to the king’s 
council, were five of the six peers of the church, the Bishop of Noyon 
being too sick to attend, and nineteen other archbishops and bishops. 
For the second estate, over twenty-four nobles are named as attending, 
and we are told that others were present in great numbers. The largest 
single group was the clerical and lay deputies from sixty-four towns; 
they must have numbered close to two hundred.*? Many came from far- 
off places in Languedoc and Guyenne, but conspicuously absent were 
deputies from the towns of Burgundy and Brittany. Provence and 
Dauphiné sent no deputations, but the count of the former and the 
Bishop of Valence from the latter attended. It was a large assembly 
even though some provinces did not participate. 

The king opened the estates about 10 o’clock with a brief speech. 
He left the explanation of the purpose of the assembly to the chancellor, 
Guillaume Jouvenel des Ursins, an experienced man who had served 
Charles VII in this capacity. He spoke for two hours on the rights, 
dignities, and prerogatives of the king and of the dangers in separating 
Normandy from the crown. In the course of his oration, he suggested 
that there were three points on which the king wished advice. Should 
Charles of France have Normandy as an appanage? How should the 
Breton troops be removed from the Norman towns? And finally, what 
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should be done about the threat of an English invasion in alliance with 
the Duke of Brittany.** 

During the week that followed, the three estates deliberated under 
the careful direction of the crown. For the first three days the king’s 
councilors and a few of his loyal friends held the floor almost continu- 
ously.** Speaking for Louis were men like Guillaume Cousinot, Seigneur 
of Montreuil and royal chamberlain; Guy Bernard, Bishop of Langres, 
onetime maitre des requétes de l'hotel du roy and future chancellor of 
the Order of Saint-Michel; Pierre Doriole, a faithful official who was to 
be elevated to the post of chancellor in 1472; and Jean d’Estouteville, 
Seigneur of Torcy, grandmaster of the crossbowmen.*° 

The only speech which survives in full was given by Jean Jouvenel 
des Ursins, Archbishop of Reims and brother of the chancellor. For 
more than a generation Jean Jouvenel had played a prominent role in 
the affairs of the kingdom. He was addicted to writing long letters and 
delivering long speeches whenever the opportunity offered. Several of 
his epistles dealt with the assemblies of the estates during the reign of 
Charles VII. In one of his interminable orations, Louis had interrupted 
him three times with orders to be brief; on April 8, 1468, the impatient 
monarch was not present and the learned bishop talked endlessly.** 

He began by pointing out—with the aid of numerous biblical refer- 
ences—that it was the duty of a subject to obey his king, a king that he, 
Jean Jouvenel, had annointed. He harped on the civil war, arguing that 
the princes were trying to break the body politic by separating the head 
from its members. The duchy of Normandy must not be given to 
Charles of France as an appanage. He pointed out that when Charles V 
had been faced with the problem of providing for his brothers, he had 
assembled the three estates and it had been decided that each brother 
should have 12,000 livres revenue from a duchy, but no appanage. To 
provide such a jurisdiction was to weaken the crown and bring hard- 
ship on the people. Then the old man wandered. He talked of the suffer- 
ings of the people, the burden of taxation, the exactions of the Papacy, 
until finally he came to an end with one of his innumerable Latin 
quotations. 

The other councilors stuck more to the point. They agreed that the 
rich province of Normandy, which yielded 600,000 livres in revenue 
per year, must not be alienated from the crown, and that the practice 
of giving appanages to members of the royal family was dangerous. 
Not until April 9 did the towns, led by the Paris delegates, finally 
manage to be heard. They held the floor most of the time during the 
two days that followed and the opinions they voiced were almost iden- 
tical to those of the royal advisors.°* 

The groundwork was thus prepared for the king to return to the 
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assembly. During the morning of the twelfth he appeared accompanied 
by the princes of the blood and the members of the council. He spoke 
in a low voice for half an hour. When he had finished, several of those 
who had come with him urged the assembly to ask for a statement con- 
cerning the appanage for Charles. Louis signaled for the deputies to 
gather around him and in a familiar manner explained that Charles was 
young and powerless; to give him Normandy was to surrender that 
province to his allies—the Duke of Brittany and the English. 

The remainder of that day and the day which followed were devoted 
to speeches by the nobility and the clergy. Meanwhile, the estates 
prepared their recommendations and when they had finished, the king 
returned to the assembly to hear them read. The chancellor thanked 
those present, and the estates came to an end.** 

The recommendations of the estates were all that Louis could have 
wished. They praised his actions and intentions, they stated that he 
could not separate the duchy of Normandy from the crown without 
violating ‘the solemn oath that he had made at his coronation to protect 
the rights of his crown”; and they recalled an ordonnance of Charles V 
which limited a male member of the royal family to a county worth 
12,000 livres, but announced their willingness for him to give his brother 
an additional 48,000 livres, and to create a duchy for him. Concerning 
the activities of the other malcontents, the three estates expressed the 
hope that the Duke of Burgundy, as a peer of France, would try to 
safeguard the rights of the crown and persuade Charles of France to 
accept the royal offer, they condemned the Duke of Brittany for seizing 
towns in Normandy and for making an alliance with the English, and 
they promised their full support in case the rebellious lords failed to 
comply with the will of the king on these matters. Truly Louis XI had 
managed the assembly well. He had in its pronouncement a valuable 
propaganda weapon to use against his enemies and in the deputies, who 
attended, sympathetic interpreters of his policy when they returned to 
their homes.** 

It is true the estates named a committee to give advice on matters 
of justice and order, but this was done at the king’s suggestion and 
many of those elected were his loyal advisors. There was nothing to 
fear here. Indeed, the committee appears to have been intended to 
serve as an additional propaganda weapon against the dukes. Its only 
specifically assigned task was to meet Charles of France and the Duke 
of Brittany in order to persuade them to adhere to the will of the three 
estates of the kingdom. 

It is not known what happened to this committee. Probably Louis 
decided that it was not immediately needed and let it lie unused. The 
royal cause was progressing satisfactorily, peace was made with Charles 
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and the Duke of Brittany in September. The decisions of the estates 
in favor of Louis were useful to him when it came to providing a duchy 
for Charles in lieu of Normandy. When Charles demanded Guyenne 
with all the royal rights and the homage of the Counts of Albret, Foix, 
and Armagnac, Louis XI was able to refuse, saying that such a conces- 
sion would be contrary to all the laws of the kingdom and the decision 
of the estates. But when Louis thought it to his own interest to insure 
peace by granting his brother 20,000 livres more than the estates had 
suggested, he did not hesitate to do so.*° 


The Estates and Treaties 


The estates were again used to implement royal policy near the close 
of the reign when the long struggle for the Burgundian succession was 
brought to an end. The Treaty of Arras provided for the cession of 
Burgundy and Artois to France and the marriage of the dauphin to 
Marguerite of Austria. It was further agreed in Article 89 that the 
treaty would be ratified by the three estates of the kingdom of France 
and by the three estates of the provinces of the Low Countries. The 
article stated that the French king would dispatch letters to the three 
estates of his kingdom telling them 


to undertake to support the treaty and all the points and articles contained therein; 
and if it should happen .. . that the King, the Dauphin, or their successors . . . 
break the agreement, . . . they will not aid, assist, or favor them, but on the con- 
trary will give all aid, favor, and assistance to my said lord the Duke, to his son, 
and to his country in order to support the said treaty. . . . 


In addition, the princess of the blood, peers of France, the deputies of 
the University of Paris and of twenty-seven towns, and the prelates 
and nobles of the counties of Artois and Burgundy were to promise to 
support the treaty. The subjects of Maximilian were to give like guaran- 
tees.*? 

It is noted that the treaty did not stipulate that Louis XI would have 
the three estates of his kingdom assemble together, but that he would 
dispatch the necessary instructions to them. From the beginning, there- 
fore, he intended to get the required approval in assemblies of the es- 
tates of the bailiwicks, probably to save the time and the expense of 
having deputations sent to some central locality. The necessary letters 
were dispatched to the bailiffs and seneschals on December 3. They 
were told to assemble the three estates of their jurisdictions to elect 
proctors with ample powers to accede both to the treaty and the mar- 
riage. These proctors were then to swear to uphold the agreement, a 
copy of which was included with the letters of convocation.*? In this 
manner Dauphiné, Provence, Burgundy, and the estates of forty-five 
bailiwicks and seneschalsies ratified the agreement.‘? In addition, 
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twenty-one towns took separate oaths to uphold the treaty, as did the 
University of Paris, the ecclesiastical and lay peers of France, and a 
few other prelates and nobles. Thus all the elements ordinarily present 
at the Estates General were contacted, and the use of bailiwick estates 
brought the treaty before many who normally would not have been 
consulted.** This method of getting the consent of the three estates to 
treaties was to be used again in later reigns. 

The assemblies to ratify the treaty with Maximilian were followed 
by a meeting of the deputies of the towns and other notables to witness 
the marriage of the dauphin with Marguerite of Austria in June, 1483. 
On this occasion, as we have seen, Louis revealed far-reaching plans 
for the administrative and economic reorganization of the kingdom, 
plans which would have necessitated many assemblies in the future, 
but on August 30, just a week before the first of the scheduled meetings 
of the deputies of the towns was to take place, he died. He had con- 
tinued the consultative traditions of the Renaissance Monarchy; but 
his arbitrary actions and occasional disregard of privilege, coupled with 
heavy taxation, had forfeited popular support. It was doubtful whether 
the crown could withstand the onslaught of the prince, noble, and town 
during the years that followed. 


BOLL 
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Preliminary Moves 


The task of withstanding the tide of reaction against the policies of 
Louis XI was made doubly difficult by the fact that he left as his suc- 
cessor a child who had celebrated his thirteenth birthday only two 
months before. A regency was technically necessary, for in accordance 
with an ordonnance made in 1474, a king had to be at least fourteen 
years of age before he could govern in his own name.! The interim of 
ten months before Charles VIII reached the appointed age was sure to 
be followed by a much longer period in which real power would reside 
with those who controlled his person or his council. The strongest in- 
dividual claims for these privileges could be established by the queen 
mother, Charlotte of Savoy; Louis, Duke of Orléans; and Pierre and 
Anne of Beaujeu. The queen mother could point as a precedent to the 
regency of Blanche of Castile during the minority of Louis IX, but 
more recently Charles V had left the government of the kingdom to his 
brother and the council when he tried to provide for the administration 
of the kingdom. Moreover, Charlotte of Savoy was a meek, mild woman 
who had been relegated to a very minor role by her late husband. She 
was a threat only if she fell under the influence of one of the clever 
schemers of which the French court was never lacking, but this pos- 
sibility passed with her death in December, 1483. The Duke of Orléans 
was equally inexperienced. He had just begun his twenty-second year 
when Louis XI died, and had achieved a reputation at that date only 
for his athletic prowess and his frivolity. The finer points of his charac- 
ter were not to become apparent until he himself became king. Never- 
theless, unpromising as the young prince might appear, as heir to the 
throne he could not be ignored. 

Pierre and Anne of Beaujeu offered a third possibility. Anne was the 
oldest surviving daughter of Louis XI and had just turned twenty- 
two when her father died. She inherited his original qualities of mind, 
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but not his meanness of character. She was calm, dignified, and even 
regal in her bearing. Her father had possessed none of these kingly 
qualities. She knew when to temporize and negotiate, and when to strike 
boldly. Her father had often been devious and timid when opportunities 
lay before him, and yet rash when caution ought to have been his guide. 
She was a good judge of men and those whom she chose were both able 
and loyal, whereas her father’s appointments were bad more often 
than not, and few monarchs were more frequently betrayed. 

As a husband for his daughter, Louis XI had selected Pierre de 
Bourbon, Seigneur of Beaujeu, and for once his judgment of character 
had not been faulty. Pierre was twenty-two years older than his wife, 
and though a relatively poor nobleman at the time of his betrothal, he 
was heir to the extensive domains in central and eastern France of his 
older brother, Jean II, Duke of Bourbon. He had been a member of 
the League of Public Good, but Louis XI detached him from the feudal 
coalition and entrusted him with more and more authority during the 
years that followed. His marriage to Anne early in 1474 led to an ever 
increasing role in the government and during a grave illness in 1481, 
Louis XI had instructed the dauphin to obey him in all things. The 
following year the king dictated instructions to this effect and had them 
signed by the dauphin and other seigneurs. The Duke of Orléans was 
forced to swear never to ask for the person or the government of the 
dauphin, and as a further precaution Beaujeu was named lieutenant 
general of the kingdom. On his deathbed Louis XI directed his son- 
in-law to go to Amboise to take charge of the young prince to make 
triply certain that the following reign would commence with the chosen 
mentor in control of the new king.” 

Pierre had one thing that his wife had not—experience. Less intelli- 
gent, but equally steadfast and conscientious, he brought a background 
of long service in important governmental posts to the family coalition 
that was to compensate for the handicap under which his wife labored 
because of her age and sex. They were a devoted couple; the historian 
is unable to detect any difference between their ideas and policies. It 
is useless to speculate on who was dominant, so harmoniously did they 
work together.* 

A fourth possibility lay in turning the upbringing of the king over to 
his mother, the Beaujeus, or Orléans, and the government of the king- 
dom over to a coalition, including representatives of these three factions 
and the principle nobles headed by the Duke of Bourbon. Bourbon had 
had a long, distinguished, and relatively faithful career in the service 
of the crown, but he was not one to minimize his contributions. When 
ignored or slighted, however unintentionally, he was apt to retire 
sullenly to his estates to nurse his wounded feelings and his gout until 
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those in authority stooped to cajole him back into a better humor. One 
might have expected the old noble to have thrown the immense weight 
of his power and prestige behind the Beaujeus, but he was jealous of 
his younger brother and clearly of the opinion that as the most experi- 
enced statesman among the king’s relatives, he ought to have the direc- 
tion of the government. 

The Beaujeus possessed two advantages over their rivals; they had 
the custody of Charles VIII at the death of the old king and the support 
of most of the bureaucracy who could look only to them for protection 
against the revengeful forces of the reaction. Yet these very advantages 
pointed to the weaknesses of their position. The support of the bureauc- 
racy and the close association of Pierre with the former government 
attached them to the old regime in a far closer degree than was com- 
fortable. To achieve popular support, the Beaujeus had to separate 
themselves from the policies of the late king, but to attack Louis XI 
was to deny their own claim to authority and to forfeit the loyalty of 
the officials on whom the administrative control of the government 
largely depended. Furthermore, the military forces lay in the hands of 
the nobility and the bulk of this class was not favorably inclined towards 
them. Clearly, their only possible course was to temporize, even to re- 
treat, until they could find the necessary allies to make possible a bid 
for power. 

The first problem was to associate the great nobles and the towns 
with the government, for these two groups, with the local royal officials, 
controlled the provinces. Louis XI had hardly breathed his last before 
the Beaujeus summoned “the princes and seigneurs of the blood in 
order to have their advice.” * They also informed the towns of the king’s 
death and asked them to give their loyal support to the new ruler.® 
Several weeks probably elapsed before the magnates began to arrive,® 
but once they gathered, their number was so great that the chateau 
at Amboise became crowded. By the time the Duke of Orléans got 
there, lodging could be had only at an inn, and there he was joined 
by his cousin, the Count of Angouléme." 

Little specific information survives on the events of the first few 
weeks, or for that matter, for the first year of the new reign. An unusual 
lack of chronicles and ambassadorial reports has led historians to in- 
terpret this period in the light of later developments. They have gener- 
ally seen the Beaujeus as keeping a tenuous hold on the government 
until the flight of Orléans from court in 1485. Actually, the Beaujeus 
appear to have been quickly supplanted in the control of the govern- 
ment by a council composed of the great nobles and their protégés, and 
it was only with difficulty that they were able to maintain custody of 
the king. This council was established soon after the death of Louis XI 
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at the instigation of the king, the queen mother, the Dukes of Bourbon 
and Orléans, and nineteen other persons. It represented not the victory 
of a single magnate but rather a coalition of various factions. Bourbon 
and Orléans attended its meetings as the heads of princely families. The 
fifteen nobles and prelates who comprised the remainder of the council 
were chosen because of their governmental experience or their power in 
this or that locality. Some like Louis d’Amboise, Bishop of Albi; Jean 
de Beaudricourt, Governor of Burgundy; Aymar de Poitiers, Seigneur 
of Saint-Vallier; and Philippe de Commynes, Seigneur of Argenton; 
and Pierre de Beaujeu himself had been intimately connected with the 
government of the preceding kings and owed much of their position to 
them. Others like Odet d’Aydie, Count of Comminges; Jacques de 
Saint-Pol, Count of Richebourg; Alain le Grand, Sire of Albret; Pierre 
de Rohan, Marshal of Gié; and Francis d’Orléans, Count of Dunois 
were powerful noblemen in their own right and in some cases could 
regard the past with bitterness only.® 

It is virtually impossible to assign these councilors or the other 
nobles at court to any particular party. Most of them shifted their posi- 
tion from time to time, or at least flirted with rival factions as they 
sought to divine whether the queen mother, Orléans, Bourbon, or the 
Beaujeus would eventually triumph. Making the proper choice would 
decide whether they would hold the lands granted them by Louis XI 
or regain those that he had confiscated. It has too often been assumed 
that those who had profited in the preceding reign automatically sup- 
ported the Beaujeus, and that those who had suffered turned to their 
rivals. This was by no means the case. Philippe de Commynes had been 
awarded part of the lands of Seigneurs of La Trémoille and of the Duke 
of Nemours, but he associated more with the Sire-of Albret and the 
Duke of Bourbon during the early days than with the Beaujeus. On the 
other hand, La Trémoille became a devoted adherent of the Beaujeus, 
and the Duke of Lorraine, after some hesitation, came to believe that 
it would be more fruitful to court their friendship than to ally himself 
with the Orleanists. Likewise, Jacques de Brézé, who had suffered 
severely at the hands of Louis XI, soon joined his daughter. Sometimes 
families sought to insure themselves against a possible miscalculation 
by placing one brother in the Orleanist camp and another at the side 
of the Beaujeus. Thus Georges d’Amboise, then Bishop of Montauban 
and later the great friend and advisor of Louis XII, chose his future 
king, and Louis d’Amboise, Bishop of Albi, leaned more towards the 
daughter of his former master.” 

This much appears certain: the Beaujeus and their followers were 
a minority in the council, a fact that was clearly brought to light by the 
early actions of the government. The Duke of Bourbon took the title 
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of lieutenant general of the kingdom from his brother as well as the 
governorship of Languedoc. To these positions he added that of con- 
stable of France, a post he felt that he had long deserved. Orléans was 
made governor of Vermandois, the Ile-de-France, and Champagne. To 
these honors he added the gabelles and fines collected from his lands, a 
company of 100 lances, and a pension of 24,000 livres per year.’° 
Lesser figures had to be content with lesser prizes. The Count of Dunois 
took the governorship of Dauphiné; Marshal des Querdes, another 
councilor, received the capitancy of Meulan; and Jean de Beaudricourt 
was authorized to collect the revenue from three castellanies given him 
by Louis XI. Only the Beaujeus received nothing.“ 

It is impossible to believe that they took nothing because they were 
unusually altruistic. Pierre had already earned an unsavory reputation 
as a land-hungry noble in an age when this characteristic was common- 
place.” Nor is the presumption justified that the Beaujeus made con- 
cessions to their rivals to keep them from demanding more tangible 
evidence of power. They must have known that in five or six years 
Charles VIII would begin to assert his independence. The control of 
his person for this brief period would hardly compensate for the loss of 
important offices to Bourbon or for the failure to gain new governorships 
and lands as others were doing. No, the Beaujeus took nothing because 
they were too weak to do otherwise. This fact is not surprising when 
one remembers that the couple had no extensive estates upon which 
to base their power as did Bourbon, Orléans, and Albret. They could 
only bide their time until their rivals fell to quarreling among them- 
selves, or at least until they could find additional support for their 
cause. 

Surprisingly enough the council provided France with a relatively 
stable government and a genuine program of reform. The taille was cut 
by one-fourth, an action which necessitated the reduction of the army 
and the dismissal of the six thousand Swiss troops in the pay of Louis 
XI at the time of his death. The alienations of the domain by the late 
king were revoked, and a few of his most hated officials were punished. 
Several great nobles who had been imprisoned or exiled were released 
or allowed to return to France, a reprieve hardly to the advantage of 
the Beaujeus, for among those freed was Charles d’Armagnac, part of 
whose estates had been given Pierre by Louis XI.1° By December the 
new administration was sufficiently well established to debate an ordon- 
nance for the reformation of justice and to consider the strengthening 
of the liberties of the Gallican Church, both measures were calculated 
to receive considerable popular support."* 

It was during this period of compromise between the various factions 
and of the conciliation of the people that the Estates General was con- 
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voked. The decision to assemble the deputies of the three estates had 
been taken soon after the death of Louis XI, but it was not until October 
24 that the letters of convocation were issued. Historians have not 
reached an agreement as to who was primarily responsible for this 
action. Much of the difficulty has arisen from the presumption that the 
Beaujeus were in control of the government. Pélicier argued that at first 
the princes thought they could control the youthful Anne of Beaujeu 
and that when they realized their error, they accepted the advice of 
Commynes and asked the council to convoke the Estates General in 
order to win popular support for their cause. His evidence consisted 
of the claim made by the Duke of Orléans more than a year later that 
he had asked that the estates be summoned. Additional proof, Pélicier 
believed, was found in the initial choice of the town of Orléans for the 
meeting.’” 

There are difficulties that prevent ready agreement with these argu- 
ments. The order establishing the council soon after the death of Louis 
XI had stipulated that that body should administer the kingdom until 
the estates could meet.1* Thus, the decision to assemble the estates had 
been taken before the rivals of. Anne of Beaujeu could possibly have 
learned whether or not they could control her actions. There is no valid 
reason for associating Commynes with the summoning of the estates 
beyond that, like millions of others, he was favorably inclined towards 
representative assemblies; nor is there evidence that he had shifted to 
the Orleanist camp. His attendance record at the meetings of the king’s 
council was poor and he was not one of the signatories of the letter 
convoking the estates.’ It is true that in January, 1485, Orléans 
claimed that he had been partly responsible for the convocation of the 
Estates General, but at that time he was trying to win popular support 
at the expense of the Beaujeus. His statement, therefore, cannot be 
taken as proof that he actually took this stand in September, and 
October, 1483. 

The initial choice of Orléans for the estates does not necessarily indi- 
cate that the young duke dictated the letters of convocation. Indeed, 
one historian has argued that the selection of Orléans resulted from the 
desire to accentuate royal supremacy.’* From where else could the 
activities of the discontented prince be better watched? Furthermore, 
the letter convoking the estates was signed by Pierre de Beaujeu and 
the Bishops of Albi, Coutances, and Périgueux who generally associated 
with the Beaujeu faction, by the Duke of Bourbon, the Marshal of Gié, 
and the Count of Comminges of the independents, and by the Count of 
Dunois who was then intriguing with the queen mother.?® Conspicu- 
ously absent were the names of the young duke and his avowed fol- 


lowers. 
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There is then no valid reason for attributing the idea of convoking 
the Estates General to Orléans and his advisers, but it is certain that 
the Beaujeus supported the convocation. In all probability they were 
dissatisfied with the substitution of conciliar government for their own 
rule and looked to the deputies of the estates to restore them to the 
position that Louis XI had intended. No doubt Bourbon and the other 
great nobles agreed to the meeting in part because they believed that 
the deputies would prefer them to the Beaujeus or Orléans and in part 
to avoid putting themselves in an unpopular position. 

The letters issued at Blois on October 24 directing the three estates 
to meet at Orléans on January 1 indicated that the decision to hold the 
Estates General had been made by the magnates when they had met 
soon after the death of Louis XI, but no mention was made of the neces- 
sity to constitute a more permanent council. The letters merely directed 
that the electors prepare remonstrances for their deputies and give 
them “sufficient power in writing to conclude, consent, and agree to all 
that will be done, ordered, and concluded in the said assembly.” 7° 

The one unusual feature of the letters of convocation was the direc- 
tive on the way in which the delegates were to be selected. In the past, 
the nobles and prelates had been individually summoned by the king 
or his subordinates, and the monasteries, chapters, and towns had 
elected deputies. This time the letters were sent to the bailiffs and 
seneschals, and they were instructed to assemble “the churchmen, 
nobles, bourgeois, and inhabitants” of their jurisdictions to elect one 
deputy from each order, or two in the case of the large bailiwick of 
Vermandois and the provostship of Paris. It is highly improbable that 
any Machiavellian intentions were behind this change in procedure.*! 

The various factions within and without the council adhered to the 
new plan without making any known protests, a fact which clearly 
indicated that the procedure directed was not regarded as favoring 
anyone. Indeed, the introduction of bailiwick elections greatly reduced 
the possibility of interference, for under the old system many partici- 
pants had been chosen by the government. The most likely explanation 
for the change lies in the desire of the crown to reduce the costs of 
holding the assembly. Indeed, the new system was less of a breach with 
the past than a comparison of the letters of convocation would indicate, 
for royal directives or no, provincial and bailiwick estates had served 
occasionally as electoral assemblies for more than a century. 

As early as 1312 the cost of the delegations of the episcopal cities 
to the estates at Vienne was borne in part by towns in the dioceses that 
were not summoned. Several years later twelve nobles of the Toulouse 
area gave a composite procuration to someone to attend an assembly 
of barons for them, and in 1351 the three estates of the bailiwick of 
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Amiens sent deputies to Paris to an assembly.”” In 1421 some councilors 
of Albi considered consulting the principal towns of the diocese con- 
cerning the representatives they had been required to send to the estates 
at Clermont. In return, they expected assistance in paying the cost of 
the deputation. The same year the three estates of the dioceses of 
Rouergue either directly or indirectly named and financed the delega- 
tion from that province, and in 1425 and 1428 the procedure was re- 
peated. 

A nobleman was recompensed by the estates of Limousin for attend- 
ing the assembly at Bourges in January, 1423, and the Bishop of 
Limoges was paid by the estates of Haut-Limousin in 1435, a strong 
indication that they represented the areas as a whole and were not 
merely attending in their own name. Lyon joined with the communities 
of the plat pays to depute to the estates of Poitiers in October, 1425.78 
The three estates of the duchy of Burgundy and the counties of Macon 
and Charolais named deputies to join the embassy of their duke to a 
meeting of the estates of France scheduled for February, 1440.** The 
loss of the archives of most of the provincial and bailiwick estates 
prevents the evidence from being more complete, but enough is known 
to indicate that there was a strong preference in many places for local 
elections in lieu of direct summons. 

The reason for this desire to have group elections in lieu of individual 
attendance and deputation by towns and chapters was clearly brought 
out by the representatives of Languedoc at the estates of Chinon in 
1428. They petitioned the crown to assemble the three estates of their 
province “‘to elect a great and notable embassy from all the estates to 
go to the king together . . .” should it be necessary for them to meet 
again so far from home. They pointed out that when they were con- 
voked individually, it was difficult for them to get together to travel in 
a group, presumably for protection, and that the expense entailed by 
those so summoned was unbearable. In his reply to the request, the 
king mentioned a proposed national assembly scheduled for March 1, 
1429, and this statement led the towns to take steps to send a joint 
delegation, but the meeting was never held.2° The restoration of order 
at the close of the Hundred Years War made it unnecessary for a large 
number of deputies to travel together for protection, but the expense 
that fell on those individually summoned, and even on the towns, chap- 
ters, and monasteries, was immense and the demand for provincial and 
bailiwick elections continued. 

Two other factors made desirable the convocation of the Estates 
General by province or bailiwick rather than by the individual. 
Throughout the century, provincial, bailiwick, and local estates had 
sent deputies to the court with their petitions when they saw fit, and 
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it was natural to use the same technique to carry their grievances to 
the national assembly. The use of the estates of the bailiwicks and 
seneschalsies a year earlier to approve the Treaty of Arras in the name 
of the three estates of France could not but have had its effect. As was 
so often the case in the Renaissance Monarchy, the change, seemingly 
so abruptly introduced by the letters of convocation in the fall of 1483, 
in reality only gave official sanction to a practice that had been slowly 
developing over a long period of years. ° 

The days between the convocation of the Estates General and the 
opening of the assembly were ones of almost ceaseless activity for the 
Beaujeus. Pierre participated in the deliberations of the council where, 
it has been argued, his position was strengthened by the necessity to 
introduce specialists from the various sovereign courts to help the 
original fifteen, many of whom had no judicial or financial experience. 
However, even if it is correct to assume that most of the legal and 
financial experts were pro-Beaujeu, their admission to the council did 
not alter the basic fact that the preponderance of military power still 
lay with the great nobles. Until the Beaujeus could draw part of this 
class into their camp, they could not hope to govern the kingdom.?¢ 
Meanwhile, they profited from their control of the king’s person to 
win popularity with the leaders of provincial society. They were present 
when their young charge received the flood of deputations that came 
from towns, provinces, and other groups to congratulate him on his 
succession to the throne and to obtain confirmation for their privileges. 
They must have contrasted favorably with the libertine Duke of Or- 
léans whose name appears more frequently on the list of those who 
attended the meetings of the royal council than one might expect, but 
who nevertheless had his heart more set on pleasure and his mind more 
occupied with intrigue than with the routine of government. Even 
before Orléans had learned of the death of Louis XI he had established 
relations with Francis II, Duke of Brittany, in the hope of winning the 
hand of his eldest daughter and heiress. Before any arrangement could 
reach fulfillment, it was necessary for Orléans to obtain an annulment 
of his marriage with Jeanne, the crippled daughter of Louis XI. He 
was balked in this design not only by the Beaujeus, but also by the 
queen mother, who was determined to protect her daughter. To keep 
her friendship and to prevent a premature disclosure of his intentions, 
the youthful duke openly accepted his wife, but at the same time con- 
tinued his negotiations with Brittany?” 

Other great nobles were added to form a web of feudal alliances not 
unlike those that had plagued the preceding reign. The Beaujeus were 
not totally unaware of these developments, but they could only wait for 
the Estates General to meet. It was on this body that they pinned their 
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hopes, for they believed that the deputies could not only be persuaded 
to recognize their custody of the king, but also to reconstitute the coun- 
cil as they directed. Thus the power of the vocal elements of the popu- 
lation would be turned against their rivals. Endorsement by the deputies 
of the bailiwicks would do much to offset the advantage held by the 
magnates because of their extensive estates. 

The elections in the bailiwicks were held in late November and in 
December. On the whole, the new procedure functioned smoothly, 
though many of the great towns continued to send individual delega- 
tions along with those elected by the community of the bailiwick. Tours 
went so far as to try to act alone for Touraine, but a second assembly 
was ordered which the lesser towns attended. The three orders usually 
voted together, but there were some exceptions. Disputes were quite 
rare, and where they did occur, local not national issues were at stake.”* 

There is insufficient evidence to evaluate the degree in which the 
various factions influenced the elections. The great nobles had a natural 
advantage in their domains for they assembled the estates. Thus, it 
was the Duke of Bourbon who issued the directives to his subordinates 
for the elections in Bourbonnais and Forez, and it was an ardent sup- 
porter of their duke who was chosen by the nobility of Orléans.”*° The 
Count of Comminges did not hesitate to modify the election rules by 
informing the voters in his seneschalsy of Lannes that if they felt that 
the three deputies prescribed by the royal orders of convocation were 
too few, additional ones could be named.*” But when all is said, there is 
no direct evidence that the great nobility tried to influence the elections, 
and the generally favorable results in their lands could well have come 
from a tendency on the part of the inhabitants to vote for the avowed 
followers of their natural leaders. 

There is reason to believe that the Beaujeus were more active. Cer- 
tainly they were not above taking full advantage of the numerous depu- 
tations sent to court during the fall of 1483 by towns, provinces, and 
other groups to congratulate the king on his succession to the throne 
and to ask for a confirmation of their privileges. 

A detailed account of the Burgundian delegation for this purpose has 
come down to us. Led by Jean de Cirey, Abbot of Citeaux, they arrived 
at Blois on October 25, the day after the letters convoking the Estates 
General were issued. There was a public audience in which the abbot 
delivered an ornate speech full of classical allusions, but negotiations 
behind the scene were of greater importance.*’ Philippe Pot, Seigneur 
de la Roche, onetime advisor of Philip the Good and Charles the 
Bold, later loyal servant of Louis XI, and at that time one of the prin- 
cipal Burgundian representatives, was permitted by a decree of Novem- 
ber 4 to keep the office of grand seneschal of Burgundy, the lands of 
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Saint-Romans granted him by the late king, the palace of the former 
dukes at Dijon, and the castellany of Rouvres, in spite of the recent 
ordonnance revoking the alienations of the domain and other estates 
given away by Louis XI.*° We know of no immediate reward granted 
to the Abbot of Citeaux, but his abbey had a case pending before the 
Parlement of Paris against the Abbot of Clairvaux, and on March 10, 
1484, while the Estates General was still in session, he succeeded in 
having the dispute transferred to the Grand Conseil where the influence 
of the court could be more readily felt.** Then on November 13, less 
than ten days after Philippe Pot had been confirmed in the gains he 
had received from Louis XI, Charles VIII wrote a letter to the members 
of the three estates of Burgundy asking that both Pot and the Abbot 
of Citeaux be named deputies of the Estates General.** The Beaujeus 
had first won their loyalty, and then they used their control over the 
young king to secure their election. 

It cannot be proved that the Beaujeus established equally friendly re- 
lations with members of other delegations to court during the fall of 1483 
or that they tampered successfully with the elections elsewhere. Only 
one of the six members of the deputation from Dauphiné was elected 
to the Estates General, and chance would have led to that much repe- 
tition.*° Two of the six members of the Parlement of Paris sent by that 
body to court in September were later elected to attend the Estates 
General, but as the crown did not even think to order that sovereign 
court to nominate representatives until January and made no protest 
when those chosen did not actually come to Tours, it appears clear that 
there was no conscious interference here.** 

A large percentage of the deputies to the Estates General held public 
office, but again there is no proof that the Beaujeus or the other mem- 
bers of the council threatened to have the king withhold confirmation 
of their positions until assurance of co-operation was given. This is not 
to say that the deputies were motivated by no considerations save duty 
to those who elected them. Many wanted public office, and those who 
loyally supported the victorious faction were likely to receive fitting 
rewards." The difficulty was to guess who was going to be victorious, 
and as well-informed a man as Philippe de Commynes made the mistake 
of not betting on the Beaujeus. Surely there must have been many 
deputies who fell into the same error. When all is said, neither side 
made a concerted effort to influence all the elections or to bribe all the 
deputies when once they were chosen. Rather they were content to 
ensure that they had a few friends in the estates. The bulk of those 
elected were almost certainly unattached to any faction. 

Too few cahiers survive to give a clear idea of the temper of the 
country in regard to the struggle between the various parties. Indeed, 
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the provincial and local assemblies preferred to ignore this fundamental 
question and to concentrate on winning further guarantees for their 
privileges and rectifying their grievances. The right of provincial estates 
to give consent to taxation was generally insisted upon as was the de- 
mand that financial levies be more equally distributed among the vari- 
ous jurisdictions. The costs of justice, the ignorance and brutality of 
judges and lesser officials, and illegal tolls on the transportation of 
goods were inveighed against. There was a frequent demand that royal 
officials be native-born residents of the province in which they served. 
Burgundy protested against the confusion in the currency, Dauphiné 
on the limitations placed on hunting and fishing, Languedoc on the cost 
of the military service rendered by the nobility without pay, and Lannes 
on the irresponsible attitude of the upper clergy.** 

While the deputies were being elected, the court moved from Blois 
to Cléry where on December 10 the king issued letters changing the 
meeting place of the estates from Orléans to Tours because of the 
pestilence that was raging in the former city.*® He then returned to 
Amboise where his reign had begun a few months earlier and where it 
was to end in 1498, From Amboise, Charles moved to Montils-les-Tours 
between December 28 and January 3 to establish his headquarters for 
the Estates General.*° 

The assembly that met at Tours was no more important than many 
of those which had gone before, and it exercised relatively little influ- 
ence on the future development of France. Its significance is derived 
mainly from the long and detailed journal of the session left by Jean 
Masselin, deputy of the clergy of the bailiwick of Rouen. Earlier 
meetings of the three estates are often known only by an ordonnance, 
a brief report in some communal archives, or at best the short, unin- 
spired, official account of a royal clerk. Masselin, on the other hand, 
provides us with a journal unmatched in its clarity and detail by any 
other account of an assembly in France or elsewhere prior to the last 
quarter of the sixteenth century. Yet the very excellence of Masselin’s 
journal has often led historians to accept blindly his opinions and 
prejudices, for there are no documents to check the accuracy of his 
statements except in regard to basic facts. When one deals with per- 
sonalities and motives, it is necessary to remember that Masselin was 
an able but proud man who interpreted events through Norman eyes. 
Indeed, when it came to apportioning the tax levied on Normandy 
among the various bailiwicks of that province, his sight grew dimmer 
and he wrote only as a native of Rouen. 

Jean Masselin was born about 1433 of good bourgeois parents. He 
became a doctor of both civil and canon law, and by 1468 had been 
named a canon in the cathedral chapter of his native city. His knowl- 
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edge of law made him the frequent representative of the chapter in its 
legal and financial affairs; thus the role of proctor he assumed on his 
election to the Estates General was far from new to him. In the years 
that followed his service at Tours, he received ever increasing recogni- 
tion both as an administrator of genuine ability and as a leader of his 
chapter. He became dean, and finally vicar-general for the archbishop 
and councilor in the Norman échiquier. Success added to his pride and 
made him more susceptible to the desires of the great. He supported a 
royal levy on the clergy in 1491; in his will he boldly asked to be buried 
in the choir of the cathedral at Rouen, an area usually reserved for 
those of royal blood.** 

Masselin does not say when he reached Tours, nor does he explain 
why the formal opening of the Estates General did not take place until 
January 15. Perhaps this tardiness was caused by the late arrival of 
many deputies. Perhaps the government was not ready or some of the 
princes were delayed. In any event, the intervening two weeks were not 
entirely wasted. The deputies verified their powers, and on January 7 
Beaujeu took advantage of the lull in activity to invite them to Montils 
where he introduced them to the young king. This and perhaps other 
attempts to influence the deputies before the opening of the estates was 
later to arouse the ire of a staunch follower of Orléans.*” The young 
duke, however, evidenced little concern at either the machinations of 
the Beaujeus or at the need to court the favor of the deputies. Rather 
he established himself in Tours away from the king where he led a life 
of gay frivolity hardly calculated to win support for his claims to 
govern the kingdom.** 


The Opening of the Estates and the Preparation of the Cahier 


On the fourteenth the king entered Tours with pomp to attend the 
opening of the estates. The ceremony was held in the great hall of the 
archepiscopal palace the following day. The walls had been draped with 
tapestry and a platform constructed to hold a throne draped with the 
blue robes on which the king sat when he held a Jit de justice in the 
Parlement of Paris. On either side of the throne, the princes, dukes, 
counts, and prelates were placed. Before them were the bailiffs, senes- 
chals, councilors, secretaries, and finally the deputies themselves. The 
meeting was opened by a clerk calling the roll of the deputies and a 
speech by the chancellor.** 

The chancellor was William de Rochefort, a member of the old 
Burgundian nobility. He had studied law, had been councilor of Duke 
Philip the Good, but had found it expedient to leave the Burgundian 
service. Like the more famous Commynes, he had been given employ- 
ment by Louis XI who had named him chancellor a few months before 
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his death. Rochefort was new at his post when the Estates General 
opened, but he had enough experience as a soldier, jurist, and diplomat 
to play a clever game during the two months that followed.* 

It was expedient, Rochefort thought, to remain in the Beaujeu 
camp, but he acted with care because the strong reaction against the old 
regime could easily be turned by the discontented princes into an attack 
on himself and the faction he represented. His role was to flatter the 
deputies, to give them hope, whether justified or not, of reforms to 
come, and above all to channel their efforts towards preparing a list of 
grievances to be righted. He did not specifically mention the establish- 
ment of a new council for the youthful king. To have done so would 
have roused the ire of those magnates who were content with the exist- 
ing situation. Clearly it was better to wait for the deputies to raise the 
question as they were sure to do sooner or later. To achieve his purpose, 
he took as the theme of his address an explanation of why the Estates 
General had been convoked. 

The assembly was to provide an opportunity for the deputies of the 
nation to meet their king and to express their loyalty to him. The 
French people, Rochefort argued, had always been devoted to their 
rulers, and here he drew a sharp contrast with the English who had 
just transferred the crown to the assassin of the young sons of Edward 
IV. The assembly likewise provided the king with an opportunity to 
become acquainted with his subjects, to assure the union and concord 
of the head and members of the body politic. Rochefort sought to 
calm any fears that the deputies might harbor because of the age of the 
king. Had not David and Solomon been minors when they assumed the 
reins of government? Turning to more specific matters, the chancellor 
said that Charles had such great confidence in the deputies that he was 
going to ask them to participate in the government. In the first months 
of his reign economies had been introduced, the alienations of the 
domain since the death of Charles VII had been revoked, the church 
and the administration of justice had been partly reformed, and friendly 
relations had been established abroad, but still the chancellor remarked 
pointedly, the crown needed money for the defense of the realm and 
other important affairs. It was for the people to inform the king of their 
grievances, to report any oppression by public officials, to advise on 
how peace, justice, and good government could be achieved. The king, 
in turn, would execute their desires. Thus union and sympathetic under- 
standing would be achieved. He invited the deputies to deal first with 
matters concerning the general good of the kingdom and the person of 
the king and then with those pertaining to individual provinces and 
towns. The king, Rochefort promised as he ended his address, would 
give an audience whenever they desired.*® 
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It was not until January 17 that the real work of organizing the 
assembly began. The initiative was taken by the Paris section, one of 
whose number, Jean Henri, chanter of Paris and maitre des requétes 
de Vhétel, suggested that the deputies divide themselves into four or six 
sections in order to facilitate discussion. It would take too long, he 
argued, for everyone to give his opinion in a general assembly. As Henri 
had been admitted to the king’s council on several occasions shortly 
after the death of Louis XI, his proposal may have reflected the desires 
of one of the factions in the government, but there is no real evidence.** 
After a long debate, the proposition was accepted and the assembly was 
subdivided into six nations or sections following the six généralités 
for finance. The first included Picardy, Champagne, Paris, and most of 
the bailiwicks north of the Loire River; the second was Burgundy; the 
third, Normandy; the fourth, Aquitaine; the fifth, Languedoc, Dau- 
phiné, Provence, and Roussillon; and the sixth, Languedoil.** 

This done, the deputies turned their attention to the election of a 
president; after various opinions had been expressed, their choice fell 
on Jean de Bilhéres-Lagraulas, Abbot of Saint-Denis and Bishop of 
Lombez. The nomination of Lombez was dictated by his position as 
senior member of the Paris delegation. He had been a councilor under 
Louis XI, an ambassador to Spain, and had recently been appointed 
president of the Cour des aides. His past, of necessity, ought to have 
made him a defender of the old regime, but his avarice and ambition 
led him to desert the party of his former benefactor in return for more 
rapid advancement. Throughout the Estates General he was attacked 
by Masselin for his allegiance to the princes, but as a reward they 
readmitted him to the royal council near the close of the assembly and 
soon thereafter named him president of the échiquier of Normandy. 
The triumph of the Beaujeus near the end of 1484 temporarily pre- 
vented his further advancement, but in 1489 Charles VIII returned 
him to the government ashe did so many other enemies of his sister. 
In that year Lombez participated in the trial of the Dukes of Orléans 
and Brittany and concluded the Peace of Frankfort with the Habsburg, 
Maximilian. He was later made an envoy to Rome where his immoral- 
ity was said to have shocked the Borgia court of Pope Alexander VI, 
but if this be true, it did not prevent his elevation to Cardinal in 1493, 
six years before his death.*® 

The deputies refused an offer made by the crown to loan them 
clerks, and instead chose two of their own number to serve in that 
capacity. This decision was calculated to insure greater independence 
from the royal council. But as one of the clerks, Jean of Reims, was 
a protegé of the Bishop of Lombez, troubles were to follow. For a time, 
however, peace reigned and the deputies united in sending a delegation 
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to the Archbishop of Tours to request that a general procession and a 
sermon be held every Sunday to insure the success of the assembly.” 

On the next day which was Sunday the religious services were held 
as requested. From Monday through Thursday of the following week 
the sections met in separate rooms. Little is known of their procedure 
except that each had its own president, Jean de Rély serving for Paris, 
the Abbot of Citeaux for Burgundy, and Jean Masselin for Normandy. 
The last named section had already prepared a cahier, and the deputies 
spent their time in repressing certain articles that did not appear neces- 
sary and in separating those of special interest to the province from 
those pertaining to the whole kingdom. On Friday the deputies held a 
general assembly to hear each section read its articles on the church 
and the nobility. Other parts of the cahier were read on Saturday, but 
progress was slow because many of the articles had not been carefully 
prepared.*? 

This situation caused the deputies to reconsider the question of 
procedure on the following Monday, and it was decided to name a com- 
mittee composed of two members from each order in each section to 
prepare the general cahier to be presented to the king. Those selected 
were to take an oath to work for the common good and not to divulge 
any of their activities. Already, Masselin informs us, some deputies 
had leaked information to the princes and the general public. Here we 
have the first indication of ill-feeling among those present, an under- 
current which Masselin frequently alluded to, but never fully explained. 
The estates also decided that all the articles in the cahier should be 
read before the king, but hope was held out that the three- or four-hour 
task so well calculated to bore the thirteen-year-old monarch could be 
divided into a two-day ceremony. This done, Jean de Rély, canon of 
Paris, was elected speaker. 

Once more the prestige of the capital city was indicated. Rély was a 
native of Arras and had become rector of the University of Paris in 
1471. He was a leader in the pre-Reformation Catholic reform move- 
ment and a scholar of some note having helped translate the first Bible 
into French. Lefévre d’Etaples dedicated a work on Aristotle to him 
and Pico della Mirandola numbered him among his correspondents. 
By 1485 he had become the confessor of Charles VIII and later he was 
granted the important and lucrative posts of Bishop of Angers and 
Dean of Saint-Martin of Tours.®* At this time, however, it is impossible 
to tell with certainty whether he was allied to any faction. 

The day on which Rély was elected was also marked by an unknown 
deputy’s recommendation that the estates provide for the upbringing 
of the king and the composition of his council. One wishes that Mas- 
selin had given his name, but whoever he was, his proposal had no 
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immediate effect, for the deputies refused to consider such a contro- 
versial and dangerous matter until the cahier had been prepared. It 
did remind the princes and the deputies of the conflict that lay ahead. 

This brief reprieve was utilized by the Orleanists to try to win the 
support of the wavering and neutral deputies. As their spokesman be- 
fore the estates, they chose Philippe de Luxembourg, Bishop of Le Mans, 
deputy of Maine, and nephew of the famous Louis de Luxembourg, 
Count of Saint-Pol and Constable of France, who had been decapitated 
by Louis XI. Here was a man who had little cause to love the royal 
family or the advisors held over from the preceding reign. His speech 
to the deputies was not fully recorded, but in general, he pointed to the 
sufferings of the French people and the necessity of avoiding the prodi- 
galities so characteristic of the era of Louis XI. Pensions especially 
should be guarded against, and in a grand gesture he reported that the 
leaders of the Orleanist party were willing to surrender all of theirs. 
Turning to the question of the council, the bishop recommended that 
only honest and experienced men be admitted. Members who, in the 
past, had oppressed the people or had received excessive pensions should 
be removed. 

This effort to drive the former advisors of Louis XI out of the coun- 
cil was made only in the name of the Dukes of Orléans and Alengon, 
the Counts of Angouléme, Foix, and Dunois, and several other sei- 
gneurs. Conspicuously absent were such magnates as Lorraine, Albret, 
Comminges, and above all, Bourbon. A powerful independent block 
still existed among the great as well as among the deputies. It is not 
surprising that the generous, if sincere, offer of the Orleanists had no 
immediate effect on the actions of the deputies, and they had to content 
themselves with the thanks of the assembly.°* 

It was rather a combination of the apparent good will of the Orleanist 
princes and a constant stream of evidence revealing the harsh, incom- 
petent, extravagant nature of the government of the late king that 
slowly roused the anger of the deputies against the royal bureaucracy 
and those, like the Beaujeus, who found themselves in a position of 
having in any way to defend it. The attack on Louis XI began inno- 
cently enough on Monday, February 2, with the reading of the general 
cahier that had been prepared by the committee chosen by the six 
sections. It was certainly not the purpose of the committee to side with 
the Orleanists, nor did the duke anticipate his good fortune. Rather the 
source of this new development was the nature of a cahier itself. 

The cahier was a petition of grievances coupled with recommenda- 
tions on how the listed wrongs could be righted. Since Louis XI had 
reigned during the preceding twenty-two years, few of the deputies had 
been heads of families under any other king. The difficulties they faced 


The Estates General of 1484 77 


were naturally enough charged against his rule, and the reign of Charles 
VII was but a remote memory of their youth. Sufferings they had then 
been subjected to had been mitigated by the lapse of time or else were 
blamed on the English wars. Thus in article after article, the cahier 
attacked this or that action of the late king, or pleaded for a return to 
the days of Charles VII. The greatest accomplishment of Louis XI was 
to make his father a popular king, a feat that the poor dauphin of Joan 
of Arc could never have accomplished for himself. 

The cahier’s chapter on the church shed glory on Charles VII by 
asking that the Pragmatic Sanction of Bourges be enforced. The elec- 
tion of bishops and abbots was requested, and reservations, provisions, 
annates, and appeals to Rome in judicial cases were attacked. Fortu- 
nately for the Beaujeus, they were able to avoid criticism for the mul- 
tiple changes in ecclesiastical policy introduced by Louis XI because 
they had participated in recent actions of the royal council designed 
to lead, in part at least, toward a return to the practices of the earlier 
regime. The innovations of Louis XI found stalwart defenders only 
among some of the bishops who pointed out that the new proposals 
would weaken the authority of the Holy See. Their arguments were to 
no avail, and they were shouted down by the opposition which included 
an overwhelming majority of the lay deputies and the lower clergy as 
well.°* 

The chapter on the nobility likewise reminded the deputies of the 
differences between the policies of Louis XI and his father. The com- 
mittee recommended that the privileges, prerogatives, and jurisdictions 
of the second estate be respected as in the time of Charles VII and his 
predecessors. The pointed failure to mention Louis XI was followed by 
complaints against the frequent convocation of the ban and arriére-ban 
which had impoverished the nobility and by the request that foreigners 
be excluded from military commands and service in the royal house- 
hold. Charges were made that hunting rights had been infringed upon 
by the crown officials, and once more a nostalgic request was made to 
return to the good old days of Charles VII.°° 

In the chapter on the third or common estate, the same theme was 
stressed. The articles emphasized the poverty of the people and at- 
tributed it to the scarcity of currency brought about by wars and the 
export of precious metals to Rome. Heavy taxation, especially without 
the consent of the estates, was attacked and a strong plea was made for 
the abolition of the taille. To remove the necessity for this tax, the king 
was asked to revoke all alienations of the royal domain made by Louis 
XI and to curtail expenses. The last was to be accomplished by reduc- 
ing the size of the army, stopping pensions, or at least greatly reducing 
them, and decreasing the number and pay of royal officials.°® 
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Neither these articles nor the ones on the nobility had occasioned 
much debate, but those on justice struck too near home for some to 
remain silent. This chapter was the longest in the cahier and included 
a request that the appointee who had won his position by special favor 
be replaced by the official who had formerly held the office. This ill- 
concealed move to supplant the bureaucracy of Louis XI provoked a 
strong reply by the Bishop of Lombez, a former royal official, who knew 
well the difficulties of far-reaching reform in this direction. He argued 
that the idea of removing the desired officials was bad because it would 
open to litigation almost all the offices in the kingdom. This situation 
would anger king and princes alike. The bishop’s effort to protect the 
bureaucracy of Louis XI was challenged by those who held that this 
was no problem because nearly all offices were automatically vacated 
by the death of the late king. No decision could be reached and on the 
following day, it was decided to appoint a committee of six to revise 
the chapter. This was done and a rewritten cahier was submitted to 
the deputies on February 9, when the articles were approved after some 
debate on three or four of the more controversial ones. Even at this late 
date, the Bishop of Lombez may not have been above resorting to 
trickery to avoid the long and detailed articles desired by the majority. 
The clerk, Jean of Reims, a favorite of that prelate, failed to include 
several resolutions. Masselin admitted the possibility that it may have 
been a case of forgetfulness, but he was clearly suspicious. In the end 
nothing was said about removing the officials, but the very long chapter 
on justice spoke out strongly against the sale of offices, an innovation 
which was blamed on Louis XI. The deputies stood for election of of- 
ficials and their tenure for life or during good behavior. They com- 
plained about the costs of justice, from the clerical fees charged by the 
chancellery to the commissions claimed by the councilors of the 
Parlement. They petitioned that the provincial and local customs be put 
in writing as ordered by Charles VII and that justice be done to the 
seigneurs dispossessed by Louis XI.°7 

The chapter on commerce was brief but important. The deputies 
asked for freer circulation of goods within the kingdom and permission 
to export abroad by land and sea. They expressed concern over the 
departure of native currency from France and attacked the fairs at 
Lyon for the role they played in this outward flow. Other articles re- 
quested that toll roads and bridges be kept in a decent state of repair 
and that financial and judicial officials be forbidden to engage in trade 
as in the time of Charles VII.°® 

The constant repetition in the cahier of the theme that Louis XI had 
introduced every form of political, economic, social, and administrative 
evil into France was reinforced by the tales of the deputies from Maine, 
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Anjou, and Chartres of the cruelties inflicted by his agents who col- 
lected fines and gabelles, and by visits of representatives of several 
nobles seeking the support of the estates in their quest for justice 
against wrongs done them by the late king. 

The first of these representatives was Philippe, Seigneur of Croy, who 
appeared with his advocate before the deputies to request that they 
petition the king to return Porcein, Croy, Renti, and other properties 
to him. He admitted that he had fought with Maximilian and the 
Flemings in the late war, a fact not surprising since his father had been 
an important official of the Burgundian dukes, but he argued that he 
had been forced to do so because of the threats of the late king. Cer- 
tainly he must have been in a difficult position during the last years of 
Louis’ reign because his wife was none other than Jacqueline de Saint- 
Pol, daughter of the constable who had been executed for treason. The 
legal basis for his request was that by the terms of the Treaty of Arras 
the consficated lands of rebellious nobles were to be returned. He in- 
dicated, quite correctly, that the subjects of the princes had sworn to 
make sure that the treaty was observed, a pertinent reminder, for 
the year before many of the deputies at Tours had been assembled in 
their respective bailiwicks to promise to uphold the agreement.” 

The plea of the Seigneur of Croy was followed by one on behalf of 
Charles, Count of Armagnac, who had just been released after a long 
term of imprisonment and wanted the restitution of his confiscated 
domains. Count Charles owed his difficulties to his own and his family’s 
rebellious activities during the reign of Louis XI, but his house was an 
ancient one that had often served the crown well, and this fact was 
stressed by his spokesman. The introduction of the Armagnac issue was 
hardly calculated to help the Beaujeu cause, for Pierre-had participated 
in the destruction of that family and had received part of their con- 
fiscated lands as his reward. 

Also harmful to the Beaujeu cause was the appearance of repre- 
sentatives of the three sons and two daughters of the Duke of Nemours. 
The late duke was a member of the House of Armagnac and his wife 
was the daughter of Isabella of Luxembourg. With these family con- 
nections it is not surprising that Nemours had on three occasions re- 
belled against Louis XI, the last time in alliance with England and 
Burgundy. On this occasion Pierre de Beaujeu had forced him to 
capitulate, but Louis, his father-in-law, had refused to honor the terms 
of surrender he had granted and Nemours was brought to trial. When 
the Parlement appeared inclined towards leniency, Louis had ap- 
pointed an extraordinary commission presided over by Beaujeu. The 
unhappy duke was condemned to death and his lands confiscated, the 
bulk of them going to the members of the commission that had tried 
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him. Beaujeu himself got the lion’s share, and Philippe de Commynes was 
one of those who was indulged at Nemour’s expense. The representatives 
of the landless children had no hesitation in alluding to the unsavory 
role Beaujeu had played, although he was not mentioned by name, and 
they reduced the deputies to tears when they pictured the pleadings of 
the wife and the unfortunate position of the children.** 

More serious still to the cause of the Beaujeus was the appearance of 
representatives of René II, Duke of Lorraine, before the Estates Gen- 
eral on the following day. The duke was a courageous, able leader who 
had won renown for his victory over Charles the Bold near Nancy less 
than a decade before. It was he and not Louis XI who had overthrown 
the House of Burgundy, but in return for his services the late king had 
refused to recognize his claims to Bar and Provence. If these territories 
were surrendered, it would undo much of King Louis’ work, but if the 
Beaujeus refused to support Lorraine’s claims, they might drive him 
into the arms of Orléans. It was a delicate situation which the royal 
council sought to solve by arguing that the king was a minor and could 
not undertake to make such a concession until he was of legal age. 
Dissatisfied with this reply, the duke now placed his cause before the 
estates for mediation. 

The deputies could not have failed to be impressed by these reminders 
of the severity of the late king, or by the fact that there were those high 
in the council of Charles VIII who had profited by the wholesale con- 
fiscations. Half-forgotten were the manifold acts of treason that these 
great nobles had committed before Louis had struck with severity. In- 
deed, public opinion of the day seemed content to see magnates forgiven 
again and again for their rebellions, regardless of the sufferings they 
caused. Only men of lesser estate could be executed by kings without 
arousing protests of sympathy. The deputies refrained from discussing 
the affairs of these lords at the time because of more pressing business, 
but embassies continued to be sent to them; and, at last, they included 
an article in their cahier asking that the nobles be heard and justice 
done them.® It was in the face of these reminders of the brutal acts 
of the late king that the deputies of the three estates turned their at- 
tention to the fundamental question of the governance of the king and 
the composition of his council. 


The Question of the Council 


Three factions then vied for control of the king and his government. 
One, headed by Pierre and Anne of Beaujeu, had advocated the calling 
of the Estates General in the hope that the deputies would consent to 
the arrangements that Louis XI had made for the upbringing of the 
king and the government of the kingdom. During the debates that fol- 
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lowed, they clearly advocated the popular cause by insisting that it was 
both the right and the duty of the deputies to name the members of 
the king’s council. By such tactics, they hoped to free themselves from 
their rivals. 

The second party had played little or no role in the convocation of 
the Estates General. Headed by the young Duke of Orléans and com- 
posed largely of his relatives, this group first showed a deep interest in 
the estates near the end of January when their spokesman, the Bishop 
of Le Mans, presented to the deputies an offer to surrender their pen- 
sions, coupled with the suggestion that oppressive and dishonest royal 
councilors be replaced by honest and experienced men.® In February, 
when it had become obvious that this move to win popular support had 
failed, Orléans reverted to his earlier position that it was his right as 
heir to the throne and as first prince of the blood to have the custody 
of the king and control of the government. 

The third party was the largest and most powerful. It was composed 
of the great feudal nobles, men like the Dukes of Bourbon and Lor- 
raine, the Counts of Albret, Comminges, and Richebourg, the Marshals 
des Querdes and de Gié, and their followers in and out of the royal 
council. Their strength lay in their numbers, their weakness in lack of 
internal agreement. At first some, or all of them, had favored the con- 
vocation of the Estates General, but by the time the meeting was held, 
they had recognized their dominant position in the council and they 
were loathe to accept any effort on the part of the deputies to tamper 
with that body. They were not wholly selfish in their desires to remain 
in power. Orléans appeared to be an irresponsible, inexperienced play- 
boy, and Beaujeu had earned an unsavory reputation for the greedy 
way in which he had devoured the confiscated domains of the rebellious 
nobles during the preceding reign. The retrenchments and the reforms 
of the past four months had been largely their work, and it is worthy of 
note that these policies were partly abandoned when the Beaujeus be- 
came firmly entrenched a year later. 

The first specific proposal to deal with the upbringing of the king 
and the composition of his council had been made on January 26 by an 
unknown deputy, but it had been decided to postpone debate until after 
the cahier had been completed because of the complicated nature of 
the subject and the danger involved in considering the rights of those 
who then held power.** Shortly thereafter, the Bishop of Le Mans, in 
the name of the Orleanists, had recommended that the dishonest and 
oppressive councilors be dismissed by the estates; but even the Orlean- 
ists additional offer to abandon their pensions brought from the assem- 
bly only a deputation to thank them for their generosity.” 

On February 3 the Orleanists made another attempt to disrupt the 
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proceedings by dispatching Mathurin Brachet, Seigneur of Montagu Le 
Blanc, to speak to the assembly. Le Blanc held the official post of 
chamberlain to the duke, but he was more often employed as ambas- 
sador and master intriguer. He had been sent to Nantes a little more 
than a year before to make an alliance between his master and the Duke 
of Brittany. Now he was back at court with the mission of stirring up 
animosity among the deputies against the great nobles who stood for 
the status quo. His discourse was brief and to the point. The activities 
of the estates were being noised abroad in spite of the rule for secrecy. 
Le Blanc departed without having named anyone as being responsible, 
but Masselin placed the blame on the Bishop of Lombez who was presi- 
dent of the assembly and several others who frequented the houses of 
the great.°® He was probably correct, as events were to prove, but none 
of the three parties suffered from lack of informants among the deputies. 
The Bishop of Le Mans, Robert de Foville, Guillaume de Montmorency, 
and Guillaume Le Fuzelier acted in this capacity for Orléans. The 
Beaujeus could count on Philippe Pot and the Abbot of Citeaux from 
the Burgundian delegation and doubtless many others, and the magnates 
had in addition to Lombez, Jean of Reims, one of the clerks of the 
estates, and a host of friends and vassals. Indeed, two members of the 
council of fifteen, the Bishop of Périgueux and the Marshal des 
Querdes, were deputies and had unquestioned access to the assembly.™ 
Masselin on one occasion charged that both the Beaujeus and the 
Orleanists had informers in the Norman section.** Under such circum- 
stances one can readily imagine how the deputies flocked to this or that 
prince after the daily session of the estates to report on new develop- 
ments in the assembly and to plan the activities of the morrow. In vain 
did Masselin and other unattached delegates inveigh against this prac- 
tice. Throughout the meeting each of the three factions at court was 
well aware of the events that were transpiring in the archepiscopal 
palace at Tours. 

It was the Bishop of Lombez who suggested on February 4 that the 
deputies begin to study in earnest the problem of providing for the 
king’s education and the government of the kingdom. On neither this 
nor any other occasions is it likely that he was voicing his own ideas; 
he had almost certainly been closeted with the magnates the preceding 
evening, and was prepared to carry the fight against the Beaujeus. But, 
Lombez suggested, before any voting took place the assembly ought 
either to be reorganized by bailiwick or else balloting should be done 
by the individual deputies. The old system of voting by sections was 
unjust because both Paris and Languedoil were larger than any two 
or three of the other sections put together. There was some justice in 
this observation, but the small Burgundian and Norman sections, whose 
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votes had until now equaled those of Paris and Languedoil, were not 
apt to surrender their rights willingly. After a long debate, the plan 
was dropped. 

* Undaunted by the failure to improve their voting power, the Parisians 
returned to the arena with a list of the fifteen councilors that had been 
named by the magnates after the death of Louis XI, and recommended 
that they be kept in office as a reward for having convoked the estates. 
In addition, they suggested that the princes choose nine more councilors 
from a list of twelve or sixteen prepared by the estates, to bring the 
total to twenty-four. The true origin of this proposal was indicated by 
an added proviso giving the Dukes of Orléans and Bourbon the right 
to veto the choice of any councilor whether of the original fifteen or of 
the ones to be selected. An alliance had been born that was fraught with 
danger for the Beaujeus. Orléans had at first believed that a majority 
of the deputies would support his pretensions because of his exalted 
birth, but his proposal to change the council that had been presented by 
the Bishop of Le Mans had occasioned little response. Clearly Orléans 
needed additional support in the Estates General, and this could be had 
only by joining Bourbon and the independents. The alliance was both 
costly and embarrassing to him. It meant the acceptance of many 
councilors who had played prominent roles in the preceding reign, but 
who were in accord with Bourbon, and it necessitated the abandonment 
of the Bishop of Le Mans. That prelate bitterly assailed the Bishop of 
Lombez for his misfortune. Lombez was of the party of the independ- 
ents, being very likely attached most closely to Albret and Comminges, 
for he came from southern France and was definitely a supporter of 
the Armagnacs. It is not improbable that he had served as the go- 
between in the negotiations for the new alliance and had persuaded the 
Orleanists that the removal of any councilors was certain to cause 
trouble. Fortunately, Orléans and Bourbon had already taken the pre- 
caution of assuring the deputies that there was no longer any enmity 
between them, and Le Mans’ bitterness had little effect on future 
developments.”° 

The members of the new coalition had chosen Paris to voice their 
plan because that section held precedence over the others. They exer- 
cised enough influence in this region to persuade a majority of the 
deputies to accept their proposals, although admittedly there was a 
strong pro-Beaujeu minority. Orléans ought to have been able to bring 
considerable pressure to bear. He was governor of the Tle-de-France and 
Champagne, and most of his lands, including the duchy of Orléans, lay 
within this section. Many from the Paris region were anxious to accept 
the council of fifteen anyway because six of their number came from the 
area. Since it was to the council that the inhabitants would have to ap- 
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peal for special concessions in taxation and other matters, the more 
members of that body who were interested in the area the better. 

The Parisian proposal threw the deputies into a quandary. To 
acquiesce was to perpetuate in office several councilors who were re- 
garded as bad administrators and dangerous men. To ask for their 
removal from office was to incur the anger of the magnates who had 
appointed them. After many protestations of their respect for the 
prerogatives of the princes and their unwillingness to judge anyone 
unworthy of being in the council, the Normans proposed that each 
section choose three persons to participate in an electoral college, along 
with eight of the fifteen existing councilors who were to be selected by 
the estates as a whole. This electoral college would in turn appoint 
twenty-four or thirty-six permanent councilors after taking an oath to 
choose only able and virtuous men. The elected councilors would be 
asked to take an oath before the estates. This proposal, which had the 
merit of preserving, or perhaps more accurately, of usurping authority 
for the estates, was also supported by the deputies from Aquitaine and 
Languedoil. The Burgundians, aided by the deputies from Languedoc, 
sought a compromise between the Paris and Norman positions. They 
recommended that the princes choose twelve councilors from the fifteen 
already named and that the estates also name twelve, two from each 
section.” 

At this point, Masselin thought, an able president could have brought 
the deputies to a common accord if he had so desired, but Lombez had 
no such intentions. Only the Paris section supported the proposal to 
keep the original fifteen councilors and to leave to the magnates the 
final choice of the additional members of the council. Any agreement 
reached at that moment was sure to be to the disadvantage of the 
princes. To gain time, Lombez adjourned the meeting until 2 o’clock the 
following afternoon.” 

The brief respite was used by the various factions to recoup their 
forces. Jacques de Brézé, Seneschal of Normandy and devoted adherent 
of the Beaujeus, had been attending the morning session, although 
nowhere is he listed as being a deputy. After the adjournment, he had 
galloped to the chateau of Montils where he had a conference with 
Pierre de Beaujeu. By 2 p.m. he was back at Tours with the recom- 
mendation that the Norman deputies put their fears aside and elect 
all the councilors. To leave to the princes the right to name the council, 
Beaujeu had told him, would only offer them an object of discord. For 
the first time the Beaujeus had clearly shown their desire to have the 
deputies select the royal council in order to escape from those named by 
the other magnates the preceding September.”* 

Several royal councilors of the Beaujeu faction who were present 
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offered the Normans the same advice. There was no way, they felt, to 
remove those who were inexperienced or dishonest without doing away 
with everyone named by the magnates. To select some to stay and some 
to be removed would incur the anger of the princes who had been re- 
sponsible for the appointment of the latter. The Norman deputies were 
far from convinced by these arguments. They knew that their debate 
was being reported to the undesired councilors and to the princes, and 
they were fearful of the consequences. At length it was decided to recom- 
mend a compromise. Twelve of the original fifteen councilors would be 
accepted by the estates in concurrence with the princes, and twenty- 
four would be elected by the deputies, four by each section. If the 
representative from Paris and Languedoil claimed the privilege of 
naming more than the smaller sections, the Normans agreed to limit 
their nominations to three.“* 

We do not know what transpired on the afternoon of February 5 in 
the other sections, but when the deputies met in full assembly the next 
day, they were confronted by a deputation of five led by the Seigneur 
of Boissy. He stated that he had been sent by the king and that his 
four companions came as the representatives of the Dukes of Orléans 
and Bourbon. The latter half of this avowal seems true enough, but it is 
doubtful whether Boissy was speaking for the king or Bourbon because 
it had been the duke who introduced him into the royal council." His 
message was brief. The king and the princes had been surprised to learn 
that on the preceding day a roll of the councilors had been presented to 
the deputies as if it had come from them. In order that the deputies 
would not in the future rely on a third party, they were sending the 
approved list of the councilors. With this brief and obscure speech, 
Boissy handed the list to the president and departed leaving the deputies 
thoroughly confused as to what he had meant.”* 

It is difficult to arrive at an explanation for this episode. It might be 
argued that the two dukes thought that the Parisians had furnished the 
deputies with an incorrect list of councilors, but there was no reason 
to suspect them for they clearly favored the princes in all other matters. 
More likely, the purpose of the deputation was only to underscore the 
fact that this was the list of councilors that the princes had approved, 
with the none too subtle hint that the deputies would do well to leave it 
alone. The actions of Lombez at this point are not easy to explain. 
When he received the document from Boissy, he examined both sides 
of it, and amid the demands of the deputies for a public reading, he at 
first sought to turn it over to the Paris section. Whether Lombez was 
fearful that the princes had suddenly altered their policy without notify- 
ing him and had changed the list of the councilors, or whether he af- 
fected surprise in order to remove the growing suspicion that he was in 
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league with the magnates, we do not know. It is only certain that Mas- 
selin was so angered by the episode that he introduced into his journal 
at this point a bitter attack against Lombez for his corruption, blind 
ambition, willingness to support evil royal councilors, and eagerness to 
curry favor with the princes.’ 

The scroll submitted by Boissy was in fact the original document 
signed shortly after the death of Louis XI by the king, the queen 
mother, the Dukes of Orléans and Bourbon, and nineteen other mag- 
nates. The names of the councilors were the same as those submitted 
by the Paris section, but the imposing scroll did give an air of finality 
to the whole affair that was by no means lost on the deputies. To re- 
move any remaining doubt, the estates named a delegation to go to the 
king and the princes to ask if the purpose of their embassy had been 
to forbid any changes in the composition of the council."* 

That same afternoon a twelve-man deputation headed by Masselin 
was granted an audience by Charles. The clergyman thanked the king 
for the confidence he had shown in the estates and remarked that they 
were at present having difficulty preparing the articles on the council, 
but hoped to be finished in several days. The Bishop of Albi replied for 
the king that all diligence should be used to complete the task and asked 
if the cahier could be submitted on Monday, February 9. Masselin 
pleaded for an extra day or two, and the assembly before the king was 
set for Tuesday. The deputies had won the tacit approval of the king, 
controlled as he was by his sister and brother-in-law, to consider the 
question of the council. There remained the necessity to negotiate with 
the Dukes of Bourbon and Orléans.” 

Masselin had been more outspoken when he and his fellow deputies 
were ushered into Bourbon’s presence. He specifically asked whether 
the duke intended that the list of councilors submitted by Boissy should 
be final, without additions or subtractions. Bourbon was too experi- 
enced a statesman to put himself in direct opposition to the aspirations 
of the estates and he gave the deputies his permission to constitute the 
council as they saw fit. There were equally effective ways to secure his 
ends without courting unpopularity, as events were to prove.°*° 

The Duke of Orléans was lodged in the town near the church of 
Saint-Julien. He had been present at the royal audience and knew what 
the deputation from the estates wanted when it arrived at his door. 
Nevertheless, he had no ready answer for their questions, but rather 
sought to escape by excusing himself to keep a dinner engagement. By 
the following Monday, however, he had learned enough of the trend of 
the deliberations of the estates to take a strong stand. He completely 
abandoned any pretense of recognizing the right of the deputies to select 
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the councilors. Once more he dispatched Le Blanc to the archepiscopal 
palace with a message that he preferred that the question of the council 
be passed over in silence because of the deputies’ failure to maintain 
his pre-eminent rank and dignity.** 

Saturday the ninth and Monday the eleventh were devoted to hearing 
the reports of various delegations, approving of the speech that Rély 
was to deliver before the king on Tuesday, and making a desperate 
effort to complete the cahier that was to be presented on the same day. 
The question of the council continued to give the most trouble. In prac- 
tice it was to be resolved on the basis of the relative power of the con- 
tending factions, but the theory that each side developed to defend its 
position is nonetheless of interest. There were those who argued that 
when a king was a minor or incapable of acting for himself, it devolved 
upon the estates to constitute a council and that the estates should not 
supplicate but rather command until the council had received from it 
the sovereign power. This argument was advocated by supporters of the 
Beaujeus such as Philippe Pot and by those deputies who were not in 
the party of any prince, but were anxious to claim all possible privileges 
for the estates. Of this number one must count Jean Masselin. Others 
argued that at such times the government of the kingdom devolved 
upon the princes of the blood and that consultation with the estates was 
unnecessary. This position was taken by the supporters of Orléans, 
Bourbon, and most of the members of the council that had been 
established soon after the death of Louis XI.* 

The debate was long and exciting, but unfortunately only the eloquent 
speech of Philippe Pot, deputy from Burgundy, has been preserved for 
us in detail. 

“The desire which most of you entertain,” he said, 


to comprehend the true status of our assembly emboldens me to convey to you as 
briefly as I can the lessons of wisdom and experience concerning the authority and 
liberty of the estates, and I hope to convert to more rational views those of you 
who are so alarmed by this duty of selecting councillors that you would flee from it 
as from a conflagration or other imminent peril. Before expounding my own views, 
however, I must refute the opinions of my opponents, and I will deal first with those 
who consider that the care of the king and the kingdom belongs to the princes of 
‘the blood. To which princes would they give it? To the heir-presumptive to the 
throne? No, they say, for that would be an obvious inducement to the guardian to 
conspire against his ward, and it has been expressly prohibited by the law. Their 
conclusion, therefore, is that the government should be entrusted to the nearest 
relative, and to the next nearest should be assigned the guardianship of the king’s 
person. But no arrangement of that kind can protect the king from conspiracies; and 
even if it did in some feeble degree contribute to his safety, it would find no 
sanction in the law, no support in present facts, and no countenance in earlier 


precedents. 
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Having thus disposed of the pretensions of the Duke of Orléans and 
the Count of Angouléme, Pot assailed the Duke of Bourbon and the 
other magnates: 


I turn to the equally futile and still more dangerous arguments of my other op- 
ponents, who assign the regency and protectorship to the whole body of royal 
princes. Who are these princes? Do they include those descended from the royal 
house in the female line? Truly, a goodly company! Even if they be limited to the 
male line, could any unity of action be expected of them, or any guarantees for the 
maintenance of justice and equityr A vague partition of power among a group of 
princes could lead only to contentions and armed affrays, and nothing would come of 
it but illegal tyranny. The throne is an office of dignity, and not an hereditary 
possession, and as such it does not pass to the nearest relatives in the way in which 
a patrimony passes to its natural guardians. If, then, the commonwealth is not to be 
bereft of government, the care of it must devolve upon the Estates General of the 
realm, whose duty it is, not to administer it themselves, but to entrust its ad- 
ministration to worthy hands. 

History and tradition tell us the kings were originally created by the votes of the 
sovereign people, and the prince is placed where he is, not that he may pursue his 
own advantage, but that he may strive unselfishly for the welfare of the nation. The 
ruler who falls short of this ideal is a tyrant and a wolf, and is no true shepherd of 
his flock. Have you not often read that the commonwealth is the people’s common 
concern? Now if it be their concern, how should they neglect it and not care for it? 
Or how should flatterers attribute sovereign power to the prince, seeing that he 
exists merely by the people’s will? And so I come to the question under discussion, 
namely, to the problem which arises when a king by infancy or otherwise is in- 
capable of personal rule. Now we are agreed that the commonwealth is the people’s; 
that our king cannot himself govern it; and that it must be entrusted to the care 
and ministry of others. If then, as I maintain, this care devolves neither upon any 
one prince, nor upon several princes, nor upon all of them together, it must of 
necessity return to the people from whom it came, and the people must resume 
a power which is their own, the more so since it is they alone who suffer from the 
evils of a long interregnum or a bad regency. I do not suggest that the right of 
government is taken from the sovereign. I argue only that government and guardian- 
ship, not rights and property, are for the time being transferred by law to the 
people and their representatives; and by the people I mean all subjects of the crown, 
of what rank soever they be. If, then, you will regard yourselves as the deputies of 
all the estates of the realm and the depositaries of the aspirations of them all, you 
cannot avoid the conclusion that the main object of your convocation is to direct the 
government by your counsels in the vacancy which has arisen through the minority 
of our sovereign. To this were you bidden by the letters which convened the estates 
and by the speech which the chancellor delivered in the presence, and with the ap- 
proval, of king and princes. Nothing could more clearly refute the opinions of those 
who hold that we have been summoned here merely to vote taxation, and are not 
concerned with other objects—opinions contradicted by the traditions of the con- 
stitution as well as by the course of events. 

Some one will object, perhaps, that since the beginning of the reign the princes 
have constituted a council, carried on the government, and managed state affairs 
without having been obliged to consult the estates. The answer is that the estates 
could not be called together at a moments notice, and that some provisional arrange- 
ments had to be made. So the princes ruled until the estates met; but today the 
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estates are assembled, and to them the supreme power now belongs. It is for us to 
confirm the acts of the past and to provide for the future. In my view, that which 
has been done can have no authority until the estates have sanctioned it; nor can 
any institution rest upon a safe and pure foundation, if established against their 
wishes or without their express or tacit consent. 

The Estates General is no new thing, and there is no novelty about a delegation of 
government to a council selected from their midst. When the succession was in 
dispute between Philip of Valois and Edward of England, the estates adjudicated 
upon the controversy, and their decision was our true answer to the English claims. 
During the misfortunes of John’s captivity the estates assumed the whole burden 
of government, although the king’s son, Charles, was twenty years of age. Or you may 
pass from these earlier precedents to facts within living memory, and recall how the 
country was governed and administered through the estates when Charles VI suc- 
ceeded to the throne at the age of twelve. The authority of the estates is, then, 
based both upon precedent and upon reason, and there is no cause to be afraid of 
putting our hands to the nomination of a council. It is a task upon the accomplishment 
of which the future of the country—its welfare or ruin—depends. You are here to 
declare freely what God and your consciences tell you is for the country’s good; and 
if you shirk the fundamental question, your whole edifice will be reared upon the 
sand. For who then will hear your petitions or receive your remonstrances, or cure 
your ills, or supply a remedy? 


The powers of the estates being established, Pot turned to the ques- 
tion of the composition of the council, and here he offered what was, in 
effect, a compromise between the various factions: 


I shall be asked—But what of the council appointed on the king’s accession? 
Are we to declare these councillors unworthy of the office? Are we to run counter to 
the sovereign’s will and the princes’ orders? It is true, of course, that councillors 
have actually been appointed: well, you can reappoint them; their appointment is 
provisional and in expectation of your meeting. Now that you have met, are you 
going to reject as beyond your powers a prerogative which your predecessors en- 
joyed, and by their steadfastness preserved? There is nothing to hinder you but 
your own weakness and pusillanimity. Let not any weakness of yours prejudice a 
liberty which your fathers so jealously guarded. Let it not lead to the ruin of your 
country, so that you incur the condemnation of posterity, and suffer the glory which 
should be the reward of your labors to be turned into an eternal shame.*? 


This eloquent speech may have been received with favor and atten- 
tion by the assembly as Masselin said, but it had no effect on the voting 
of the sections.** Indeed, it was soon apparent that the Beaujeus had 
lost considerable ground over the weekend. 

Paris was the first to report; as was expected, the deputies from this 
section advocated leaving the number and the personnel of the council 
up to the princes. Gone was their earlier proposal that the magnates 
should add nine new councilors from a list of twelve or sixteen selected 
by the estates. 

The Burgundians maintained their earlier position that the council 
should consist of twelve men named by the princes and twelve elected 
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by the estates, two from each section. A proviso was added that princes 
of the blood in the masculine line should have the right of entrance in 
the order and degree of their kinship to the king, but this was hardly 
a serious concession as the right of the princes to attend was presumed 
anyway. All letters and ordonnances ought to be issued in the king’s 
name, but nothing should be concluded without the consent of the ma- 
jority of the council. 

The Normans were nearly in accord with the Burgundians. They 
advocated keeping only eight instead of twelve of the original councilors 
and taking eighteen deputies from the estates. Thus they shifted the 
preponderance of power into the hands of those named by the estates. 
The differences between the two sections could be compromised, and 
so confident were they of victory that they had already selected their 
candidates for the council.*° 

It must have come as a rude shock to the Normans and Burgundians 
to discover at this point that the princes and their allies had been busy 
over the weekend. The deputies from Aquitaine had formerly stood 
beside the Normans, but now, as a result of pressure from the Counts 
of Albret and Comminges, they swung behind the Paris section. The 
two nobles were influential members of the original council of fifteen, 
and the deputies from that region had high hopes of receiving special 
favors through their good offices, or at least so Masselin charged. 

The deputies from Languedoc and Languedoil were so divided that 
they could reach no decision. Formerly they had stood with the Nor- 
mans and Burgundians, but the subtle work of the princes had so 
divided them that they could take no decided stand. One can make a 
good guess who these princes were. Languedoc had no great nobility, 
but its governor for many years had been none other than the Duke of 
Bourbon, and Dauphiné, which was also a part of this section, had as 
its royal governor the Count of Dunois, near relative and close advisor 
of the Duke of Orléans. Bourbon was equally powerful in Languedoil 
where he held extensive lands in Bourbonnais, Forez, and Auvergne, was 
governor of Lyonnais, and had just placed his protégé, the Seigneur of 
Culant, in the post of bailiff of Berry. 

By Monday night the deputies had despaired of reaching an agree- 
ment before the royal audience on the morrow, but they voted to tell 
the king that they would terminate the affair as soon as possible.*® 

In the early afternoon of the following day, Charles appeared before 
the deputies. The meeting was long, although neither Charles nor his 
chancellor delayed proceedings by making speeches. Rély was given 
the floor almost immediately, but his oration was so full of biblical and 
classical allusions, of historical anecdotes, and unmitigated flattery, that 
he had to postpone a large section of his address to another day in order 


The Estates General of 1484 91 


to avoid boring the young king. His speech was organized into six 
sections, each intended as a reply to one of the six reasons the chancel- 
lor had given in the opening assembly for the convocation in the estates. 
In no part was there much that was not common to the thought of the 
time. The mutual duties of the king and his subjects were stressed and 
the fact that both were to be judged by God was pointedly made. The 
difficulties which beset the various estates and the disorders to be found 
in the administration of justice were exposed. When Rély finally stopped 
without having touched on the question of the council, the clerk of the 
estates read the first three chapters of the cahier and the meeting came 
to an end, having been endured for at least three hours.** 

On Wednesday morning the deputies assembled by sections to attempt 
once more to solve the problem of the council. The difficulties that had 
plagued them on this matter by no means abated. Paris and Languedoil 
continued to complain about the injustice of voting by sections. A 
Norman offer to permit the two large sections to name three or four 
councilors to their two was rejected as being an insufficient concession. 
Within the individual sections there was considerable debate. The 
Parisian, the Champenois, the Picard, the Orléanais, and the Chartrain 
could not agree on who from the Paris section should serve on the 
council. The princes and great nobles continued their intrigues and 
Masselin specifically charged them with intimidating the deputies of 
Aquitaine and Languedoc. The fear of offending the magnates and the 
desire of some deputies for rewards from those in high places added to 
the difficulties in reaching an agreement. If no agreement was made, 
the status quo would be maintained, a situation not unpleasant for the 
Paris section which Masselin charged with having six men on the council 
already, or with Languedoil that had more than three. These two 
sections and the followers of the princes made little effort to com- 
promise, for they had nothing to lose by continued intransigence.*® 

In a desperate effort to bridge the gap, a Norman, Jacques de 
Croismare, drew up a series of articles on the council which differed 
by a single clause from those demanded by Paris, but this clause was 
all-important; it provided for the election of two councilors by each 
section to serve with those on the original list. The Parisians weakened 
to the extent of recognizing the possibility that twelve might be chosen 
from among the deputies; but they continued to insist that the right 
of election belonged to the king, or to his original council, and not to the 
sections. Still no agreement could be reached. 

The question of the royal guardianship also caused contentions. A 
messenger from the Duke of Orléans, after pointedly reminding the 
Norman deputies that his master drew large revenues from their prov- 
ince and regarded himself as their friend and protector, complained 
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about their articles on the royal council and their desire to surrender the 
government of the king to the Beaujeus. If the king was to have a 
guardian, that office by right belonged to the duke, and no one else. 
Should the deputies persist in dealing with the matter, they were di- 
rected to say that the Beaujeus should be “near the person of the king” 
and nothing more.*® 

An envoy from the Beaujeus recommended that the phrase custodia 
atque regimine, which had been in the original Norman proposal, be 
omitted so as not to offend the duke, and that the article should only 
say that the Beaujeus were to be “near the person of the king as they 
had been until the present and as it had been ordered by the late king 
and queen.” Left to decide between these two alternatives, the deputies 
from Normandy compromised by stating that the Beaujeus should be 
“near the person of the king as they had been until the present.” °° 

It had been hoped to hold a second full assembly of the estates for 
the presentation of the cahier on that day and the deputies, the chancel- 
lor, and some great nobles and prelates assembled for this purpose, but 
a message was received from the king postponing his appearance until 
the morrow in order to give the deputies an opportunity to complete the 
cahier. Masselin suggested that the true cause of the delay was a quarrel 
between the princes over the guardianship of the king. The failure of 
the princes to assemble with the other magnates for the scheduled 
audience and a reminder sent by the Duke of Alencon that his dignity 
and rank must not be overlooked gives added credence to this view.®* 

The deputies determined to make the most of this brief reprieve, and 
after new failures to reach an accord on the council, they elected two 
deputies from each section to meet at the domicile of the president in 
the evening to resolve the issue. The debate of this committee was long 
and bitter with the Normans and Burgundians holding out against the 
desires of the other four sections who were near agreement. Some sug- 
gested that each section submit a separate petition relative to the 
council, a proposal that was readily acceptable to the princes for it 
would leave to them the privilege of choosing the one they preferred. 
For this very reason many deputies objected. At length a compromise 
was drafted to be submitted to the assembly the next day.° 

On February 12 the assembly approved, with minor changes, the 
recommendations submitted by the committee. The Beaujeus were de- 
feated on the question of the council, for the right of the original 
councilors to seats was tacitly recognized. The king and the council 
were given the privilege of naming twelve new councilors, two from 
each section. To this council was entrusted the government of the king- 
dom and all acts, ordonnances, and letters issued in the king’s name 
were to have its approval.®* The result was to confirm the dominant 
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position of the independents in the government. The Burgundians and 
Normans did have enough influence to win acceptance for the idea that 
the deputies ought to name delegates to meet with the council and dis- 
cuss the cahier that the estates presented, but no mention was made of 
this proposal in the cahier and events were to prove it unacceptable to 
the princes.** 

The Beaujeus won a minor victory when Pierre was given the right 
to preside over the council in the absence of the king and the Dukes of 
Orléans and Bourbon, this in spite of the remonstrances of an envoy 
of the Duke of Alencon. On the other hand, the Beaujeus thought it ex- 
pedient to have Philippe Pot ask the deputies to refrain from accepting 
the Norman proposal concerning the guardianship of the king because 
it would lead to quarrels between the great.*° 

That afternoon the king and his suite met with the deputies to hear 
the remainder of the Rély speech. The scholarly clergyman took every 
opportunity to display his knowledge, but he was briefer than on the 
earlier occasion and once he brought the deputies to tears when he 
pleaded the cause of the children of the Duke of Nemours, the eldest 
of whom appeared before the king during a brief interruption in the 
oration. When Rély had finished, Jean of Reims read the rest of the 
cahier. It took him more than an hour, an interminable time, because 
he spoke as though his mouth were full and he stammered as well. Per- 
haps it was for this reason that the chancellor made his reply brief. 
After consulting the princes, he thanked the deputies for their advice. 
The king and the princes were particularly pleased, he repeated, with 
the articles on the council, and the request that some deputies be added 
to that body was also acceptable.°® 

Most of those present undoubtedly thought that the reply of the 
chancellor would terminate the audience. They were mistaken. The dull 
afternoon was suddenly turned into one of intense excitement when 
Charles d’Armagnac threw himself on his knees before the throne and 
begged to be heard. When the king consented, he signaled his lawyer 
who began a long oration. He told how the elder brother of the present 
count had been driven into rebellion, how he had been captured and 
treacherously slain before his wife and relatives. That virtuous woman 
of royal blood had been attacked and later killed when her captors 
forced her to take a potion designed to abort her expected child. The 
present count had played no part in the rebellion of his brother, but he 
had nevertheless been seized, imprisoned, and tortured for fourteen 
years. The Parlement had moved his acquittal, but powerful enemies 
prevented the execution of the decree. Now free, he demanded the re- 
turn of his lands and the punishment of his enemies. It was a violent, 
bloody speech devoid of the scholarly ornaments and pious platitudes 
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that had characterized the earlier part of the assembly. The advocate 
had not dared to charge the late king with responsibility for the suffer- 
ings of the noble house, nor to mention Pierre de Beaujeu, who had 
been given part of the county of Armagnac; but he had not hesitated to 
single out henchmen of Louis XI such as the Count of Dammartin for 
their roles in the terrible crimes. Many of these nobles were present 
and by their gestures sought to show the scorn in which they held the 
orator. The chancellor promised that the case would be heard before 
the council, and the assembly quickly disbanded. The rumor spread 
among the deputies that the quarrel had been continued in the king’s 
chamber. Dammartin had argued that all that had been done was on 
the order of the late king and that Armagnac was a traitor. The Count 
of Comminges, a member of the Armagnac party, called him a liar, and 
swords were drawn; only respect for the king and the princes prevented 
a battle.° 

On this note of violence the second phase of the assembly of the 
estates came to an end. It must have been a bitter experience for Pierre 
de Beaujeu. He had had to hear the advocates of the cause of Nemours 
and Armagnac speak—an embarrassing experience—for he held a large 
part of the lands of both houses. Within two months the royal council 
over which he had failed to win control ordered the return of the 
Armagnac estates to their hereditary owners.®® Small wonder the de- 
spoiled Beaujeus displayed little desire in the future to convoke the 
Estates General. 


Financial Negotiations 


The deputies must have been reasonably content. Their work seemed 
nearly completed. They had provided for the royal council without in- 
curring the anger of the princes. They had submitted a long list of 
grievances to be corrected by a committee of deputies and the counci- 
lors. It is true that they had been quite cautious on the question of the 
composition of the council, but only a majority in the small Norman and 
Burgundian sections felt that they had erred on this score. Little did 
they suspect what activities occupied the princes on the day following 
the royal audience, a Friday the thirteenth in which the plans were 
probably laid that were to dash their fondest hopes. 

On the morning of the fourteenth the news fell. A group of deputies 
came upon the Bishop of Lombez in front of the cathedral, and he pre- 
sented them a scroll that had been given him the evening before. It 
contained a list of sixteen deputies who were summoned to appear at 
Montils that afternoon to confer with the royal council concerning the 
cahier. Those selected were drawn in equal numbers from four classes: 
the clergy, the nobility, the bureaucracy, and the bourgeoisie. No effort 
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had been made to achieve a sectional balance. Six came from Paris, . 
only two from Normandy, and one from Burgundy. Omitted were men 
like Philippe Pot, the Bishop of Chalon, and Jean Masselin, who had 
enjoyed leading positions among the Beaujeu supporters; but included 
were men like Lombez, who had sided with the princes. The weak posi- 
tion of the Beaujeus in the council was clearly shown, and it is difficult 
to assign to their faction any of the sixteen that were chosen except the 
Abbot of Citeaux, and he had not played a prominent enough role in 
the estates to have offended the princes. Masselin was clearly perturbed. 
He charged that most of those named were weak and poorly informed, 
and that they were servants of the great. Perhaps his harshness came 
in part from the spirit of faction and in part because his own name had 
been omitted, though earlier the Norman section had recommended him 
for the council. The other deputies present were evidently less con- 
cerned, although Masselin reports the contrary, for they decided that 
they would not even assemble to debate the new development until 
they learned from the sixteen what happened at Montils.*° 

Two days elapsed without any news. Then the chancellor took 
Masselin to Montils because of his experience in financial matters. 
Masselin found that six of the original sixteen deputies were conferring 
with tax officials, and the remainder were dealing with other matters. 
Apparently Masselin did not actually take part in the deliberations, 
but he learned enough to sense that the desire of a few for big pensions 
was making the reduction of the taille a difficult task.*”° 

Masselin probably returned to Tours that evening, for he attended 
a meeting of the estates the next day to hear a speech by the chancellor. 
That official had been dispatched to Tours to silence complaints over 
the council’s naming the sixteen deputies to discuss the cahier. He 
began by pointing to the generous concessions the king had already 
made. The youthful monarch had consented to the use of deputies as 
clerks of the session, rather than royal appointees, so that no outsider 
needed to attend the discussions, and he had held two audiences in 
which the deputies had been permitted to say what they pleased. The 
chancellor then argued that the king was free to act on the cahier with- 
out consulting the estates, but that he would permit them to choose six 
more delegates, one from each section, to join the sixteen who were then 
meeting with the council at Montils. 

The deputies replied that they had asked the king to select twelve 
of their number to sit in his council, but they had hoped to name those 
who were to treat with the council concerning the cahier. They refused 
to accept the royal offer to elect an additional deputy from each section, 
because to do so would be to recognize the sixteen chosen by the gov- 
ernment. Two sections, probably Paris and Languedoil, demurred, but 
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without success. No doubt the recalcitrant attitude of the deputies was 
partially provoked by the stripping of their assembly hall of the 
tapestries and other decorations after the last royal audience. This 
action indicated that there were those who thought that it was time for 
the assembly to disband."** 

Meanwhile, the sixteen continued to meet with the council. Those 
who opposed the princes could take some comfort in the promise of the 
Abbot of Citeaux that nothing would.be agreed upon without the con- 
sent of the estates. He reported that there was dissent on a great many 
questions, not only between the council and the sixteen, but also among 
the magnates themselves as to the size of the army and the contingent 
financial levies. On February 19 the deputies were assembled to hear 
the Duke of Bourbon speak in his capacity of constable. He reported 
that the council and the sixteen had first debated that part of the cahier 
which dealt with the needs of the people, but that now they had turned 
to the question of the army. Here, after consultation with the military 
authorities, it had been decided that the limit of 2,000 lances set by the 
estates was insufficient for the defense of the kingdom. The conquests 
of the late king had made necessary a larger army than that possessed 
by Charles VII because of the proximity to enemies. For province after 
province, a clerk read the military’s analysis of its needs. The total 
came to 2,500 dances and about 6,000 infantry, some 21,000 men in all 
if the /ances were kept up to strength. 

When the clerk had finished reading the report, Lombez asked per- 
mission for the deputies to deliberate before replying. Bourbon agreed 
provided the military took part to explain its needs. This the deputies 
refused to consider, although they did offer to hear further from the 
army. Bourbon, ever inclined to consider the wishes of the estates, 
acquiesced.?° 

The next day the magnates again appeared before the deputies to 
hear the reply to the army proposals. Masselin had been elected their 
spokesman, and the Norman cleric came quickly to the point. The size 
of the army could not be dissociated from other demands on the 
treasury. If the army was to be increased, economies must be effected 
elsewhere in order not to place an additional burden on the people. 
Therefore, four matters ought to be considered together: the expenses 
of the king and his household, the number and pay of the royal officials, 
the size of the army, and the number of pensions. In addition, he asked 
that they be given figures on the income from the domain and taxes. The 
intent of the deputies was clear. They wished to show that with careful 
economies the king could live, or nearly live, on the revenue from his 
domain and that taxes could be greatly reduced or abolished.1® 

That afternoon the chancellor returned with the princes’ answer. He 
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repeated the argument that the troops were needed for the defense of 
the kingdom and added meaningfully that unpaid soldiers had a habit 
of living on the people. He stressed the necessity of heavy royal ex- 
penses to maintain the dignity of the crown and pointed out that 
officials were necessary for the administration of the kingdom and had 
a right to be paid. Pensions were just rewards for long and notable 
services to the state. Nevertheless, the king would accede to their re- 
quests and his financial officials would show them their books the next 
day except that the amount of the individual pensions would not be 
given.1°# 

Masselin expressed the assembly’s appreciation of the king’s action 
and then turned to the less important but more controversial question 
of the disputed fiefs. He asked that the confiscated lands of the Con- 
stable of Saint-Pol be returned to his heirs, and that the Seigneur of 
Croy regain his estates as promised in the Treaty of Arras. He pleaded 
that justice be done to the Count of Armagnac and to the children of 
the Duke of Nemours. The chancellor replied that these matters were 
being studied and that no one ought to despair of obtaining justice. 
Certainly they need not if the estates could have their way, for the 
deputies were ever sympathetic with the problems of the fallen great. 
Already the Bishop of Lombez had sponsored an article to be added 
to the cahier asking that the king, or at least his lieutenant, hold a 
public audience one day each week to hear the complaints of any who 
wished to speak. The plight of the dispossessed barons had clearly 
aroused the sympathies of the assembly, and Lombez had been quick 
to exploit the situation, for was not Pierre de Beaujeu one of the chief 
profiteers from their misfortunes? *”° 

The financial question occupied the deputies for the next ten days. 
As promised, twelve royal financial officials appeared the following 
morning loaded with papers giving the income from the domain and 
various taxes. The deputies pounced on these figures with glee and 
quickly came to the conclusion that they had been falsified. The income 
from the royal domain had been set at a little more than 100,000 livres. 
This sum added to the aides came to only 755,000 livres. Many deputies 
felt that the amount reported coming from their province was under- 
estimated, but the findings of modern scholars have tended to support 
the royal claims.1°° The expenses of the king were shown divided into 
six categories, the last of which consisted of a list of nine hundred 
persons receiving pensions. It was this that most angered the deputies, 
although the amount given was not revealed. 

Lombez sensed a growing revolt and sought to speed the delibera- 
tions, but his suggestion that a committee be named on the spot to 
discuss budgetary problems with the financial officials was rejected. 
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The deputies retired into the seclusion of their respective sections to 
discuss what action they should take. 

The assembly was indeed in a quandary. The royal revenue seemed 
lessened and the drains on the treasury excessive, but it was dangerous 
to suggest that the princes had ordered that the former be falsified and 
hardly diplomatic to disapprove of royal extravagances and pensions 
to specific individuals. The solution was at length offered by Jacques de 
Viry, judge of Forez, who spoke for Languedoil. He began by praising 
Charles VII for regulating the number and wages of his officers and 
creating very few pensioners. After his death, however, misgovernment 
had set in, and the three orders had fallen from their flourishing estate. 
For these reasons the deputies had asked that the crown revert to the 
policies of Charles VII in every section of their cahier save in the 
matter of subsidies. Here it had been felt that the people were no 
longer able to pay as much as they had in their earlier, more prosperous 
years, and that the peace following the expulsion of the English had 
removed the necessity for heavy taxation to support an army. Thus 
Viry revealed the determination of the deputies to pay less than under 
Charles VII. It is only with this prospectus in view that one can cor- 
rectly assess the import of the remainder of his speech. 

He pointed out that when an individual was quite sick a severe 
remedy might prove fatal, but the frequent application of mild remedies 
would bring recovery. So it was with the government which had become 
dangerously ill during the past reign. To remove all bad officials and to 
abolish all pensions would provoke serious trouble. A milder cure was 
needed. In the name of the deputies of Languedoil, Viry offered the 
sum paid under Charles VII, on condition that the tax be divided 
equally between all the provinces, including those recently reunited 
to the crown, and that this grant be for two years only, after which the 
Estates General would be assembled again.'°" 

The proposal of the judge of Forez has too often been considered 
from the standpoint of popular rights. In fact, as an official of Bourbon, 
who was also Count of Forez, and as the spokesman of the Languedoil 
section, which of late had followed the policy of the princes, he re- 
flected in his address the desires of the old duke. The deputies had 
intended to pay little or no taille; now they were asked to vote the 
same sum as under Charles VII. The proposal to hold another meeting 
of the Estates General in two years was hardly a move to frighten 
Bourbon. He had been largely responsible for the convocation of the 
present assembly and had displayed considerable patience in dealing 
with the deputies. The proposal of Viry had the unique virtue of being 
of service to the princes and at the same time cognizant of the welfare 
of the people. It meant a substantial reduction in taxation and this, in 
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turn, necessitated economy by the government. But it also meant recog- 
nition by the deputies that some taxation was necessary. 

To Masselin fell the task of presenting the reply of the deputies to 
the princes. He sought to justify the low financial offer of the estates by 
arguing that governmental economies were possible. He struck out at 
the growth of the bureaucracy and gave figures to show that it now cost 
nearly ten times as much to collect the revenues of Burgundy as under 
Duke Philip the Good. He attacked the idea of having a mercenary 
army and insisted on the capacity of the French nobility to defend the 
country. A wise government and a loyal people were the best protection. 
He denied that the estates had limited the army to 2,000 dances in their 
cahier; rather they had asked that the army’s size be reduced to that at 
the time of Charles VII, and clearly they thought that there had then 
been fewer than 2,000 lances. There was no need for a large garrison in 
Picardy or for troops in the interior as if the English had the wings of 
angels to fly there. Pensions should be given only to those who had 
rendered conspicuous service to the state. The financial officials had 
falsified the figures on the income from the domain, he charged, and 
had exaggerated the expenses of the government. As an example of the 
latter, he pointed to the statement that it had taken 1,100 livres to 
furnish the hall for the estates. Anyone could see that it could have cost 
no more than 300 livres. This observation later brought forth the com- 
ment from someone present that he had been charged to decorate the 
hall at Orléans where the estates had first been ordered to meet and 
then at Tours, and that the total cost had been only 560 livres, part of 
which had not been paid him. 

It was only after this lengthy justification that Masselin revealed 
that the estates were willing to pay a taille of only 1 ,200,000 livres, a 
figure which they thought represented that tax during the reign of 
Charles VII. The increased private sources of revenue the crown was 
presumed to have acquired by the acquisition of Burgundy, Franche 
Comté, Anjou, Maine, Dauphiné, Provence, Roussillon, Cerdagne, and 
most of Picardy made this offer seem very generous to the deputies. The 
request for another meeting of the Estates General in two years pointed 
to their hope that administrative reforms would make possible further 
reductions by that time.** 

When Masselin finished, the chancellor conferred briefly with the 
princes and then announced that the king would seek advice concern- 
ing their offer. The next four days saw a lively debate among the princes 
and councilors. Agreement was difficult, Masselin reported, because 
some of the councilors were pensioners and wanted to continue to enjoy 
their large emoluments. The needs of the army aroused more bitter 
debate. Finally, the council decided to summon two deputies from each 
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section to hear Beaujeu and others explain the necessity of offering a 
larger sum, but to no avail. When the chancellor brought a formal reply 
to the estates on the following day, he was faced with a hostile audi- 
ence,*°? 

His speech was relatively brief. He pointed to the dangers which be- 
set the kingdom because of the minority and the foreign threat, dangers 
which made necessary a larger army and more taxes than there had 
been under Charles VII. Nevertheless, the king acceded in spirit to 
their request and would accept an offer of 1,500,000 livres, a sum 
which, the chancellor argued, had the same purchasing power as the 
1,200,000 livres collected by Charles VII. The newly acquired territories 
were not to be included in the assessment; they were to make separate 
payments. The position of the council was not unreasonable. The ad- 
ditional 300,000 livres to be levied on the older provinces could be 
justified by the greater prosperity of the kingdom and perhaps by a 
rise in prices. The central fact was that the princes had been willing to 
go to considerable lengths to explain the need for taxation, they had 
showed the deputies the financial records of the crown, and now they 
were willing to cut the taille from 4,400,000 livres levied by Louis XI 
during the preceding year to 1,500,000 livres. Perhaps no French 
government ever went further to meet the desires of the people. It was 
with justification that the chancellor concluded by directing the deputies 
to retire, not to deliberate, but to thank the king for his good favor."° 

The deputies were in no mood to express their gratitude. While the 
chancellor was talking, many of them became restless and murmurs 
filled the room. The president sensed the unfavorable reaction of the 
assembly and asked permission to deliberate. The chancellor, after 
consulting the princes, agreed, but ordered them to take counsel now 
in order to give their answer that afternoon. This the assembly refused 
to do, and the following day was set for their reply.‘ 

Left alone, the deputies began to debate by sections. There was wide- 
spread indignation at the proposition of the chancellor. Many repented 
the offer they had made. If they had suggested a lower figure in the 
beginning, the council might have been willing to compromise for the 
amount levied under Charles VII. By naming the maximum figure at 
the start, they had weakened their bargaining position. A growing desire 
to return home made protracted negotiations difficult. Some suggested 
that each province take as a farm all the revenue collected within its 
boundaries, including that from the domain. They argued that the royal 
income from all sources other than the taille could be more than 
doubled if honestly and efficiently collected. Others felt that to do so 
would be usurping royal authority. No one seemed to realize that the 
estates had no power to back up its demands save that derived from 
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public opinion, a fickle force that was difficult to arouse before the 
widespread use of printing. The deputies ought to have co-operated 
completely with the government except for insisting that the grant be 
limited to two years. In this manner they might hope to be convoked 
again, and with frequent meetings they could keep relatively low taxes. 

Only the deputies of the Paris section showed any inclination to 
make further concessions. They recommended that an additional 300,- 
000 livres be voted for one year because of the needs of the kingdom 
and in honor of the new accession to the throne. The Burgundians 
argued that they had never participated in a tax levied under Charles 
VII and that they were willing to contribute only what they had under 
Duke Philip the Good. The remaining sections refused to make any 
further concessions. Masselin was elected to explain once more the 
position of the assembly, a duty he sought to avoid because he had 
learned that his previous speech had incurred the anger of the princes 
who had come to regard the Normans as their principal opponents in 
the estates.” 

As usual the activities that took place in the archepiscopal palace 
were quickly reported to the great who found themselves in a quandary. 
They wished to avoid making an arbitrary assessment for fear it would 
lead to unrest. On the other hand, they felt that the amount they asked 
was the minimum on which the government could operate. At length 
they decided to make one final effort at persuasion, and the leading 
deputies from each section were summoned to meet with those princes 
and councilors who were regarded as being particularly influential in 
their region. Eight or nine Norman delegates were confronted by five 
councilors headed by the Count of Dunois, and a lively debate ensued. 
The councilors threatened the deputies by saying that the king would 
remember the way they acted; they cajoled them by arguing that the 
people would be very happy to see the taille reduced to one-third of its 
former rate; they sought to divide them by advising that they would 
win special favors if they were the first section to accede to the royal 
will. The deputies justified their defiance by saying that no one ought 
to be surprised at their defending the people’s interests with all their 
strength. Once the domain had sufficed to support the king, then the 
aides had been established, and next had come the taille. To consent now 
might be to continue the taille forever.'® 

The debate waxed bitter. One councilor stated that the king had the 
right to take the goods of his subjects to provide for the defense of the 
realm. Another shocked those present by saying of the people: “I know 
these rogues. Treat them to anything but severe taxation, and forthwith 
they grow insolent. If you spare them in the matter of this taille, they 
will become unbearable. They are unfit for liberty; therefore you must 
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keep them in subjection; and you cannot accomplish it better than by 
the retention of this tax.” 144 “Strange words,” reported Masselin, “to 
come from the mouth of a man so eminent! But in his soul, as in that of 
all old men, covetousness had increased with age, and he seemed to 
fear the reduction of his pension.” 1° 

The deputies now changed the subject to the division of the taille 
among the provinces. The duchy of Normandy, they said, had always 
been made to contribute a fourth, although it formed only an eighth 
of the kingdom. The councilors offered no hope for an immediate re- 
apportionment, and justified this attitude on the grounds that Nor- 
mandy was richer than the other provinces. When asked what part of 
the proposed taille of 1,500,000 livres they would consent to pay, the 
Normans suggested 250,000 livres. The councilors recommended 350,- 
000 livres as the minimum figure since they had customarily paid one- 
fourth. The deputies hinted that 300,000 livres might be acceptable, but 
that they could conclude nothing without their colleagues, and the 
audience came to an end.1"° 

This last exchange revealed an ominous wedge that could be 
driven between the sections. They might agree on what the kingdom 
should pay, but they could not apportion the tax to anyone’s satisfac- 
tion. Burgundy had already shown signs of relying on its traditional 
privileges, now Normandy pleaded for a more favorable division. A 
policy of divide and rule, or separate negotiation was opened, and no 
deputy had the fortitude to withstand this approach. 

When the deputies from the six sections returned to the archepiscopal 
palace, they found that some of their number had been persuaded to 
comply with the royal desires, but that the majority remained steadfast. 
It was decided to stick to the offer of 1,200,000 livres for two years, but 
to add an additional 300,000 for one year to pay for the coronation and 
the entrance into Paris. It had been noted with some concern that the 
councilors had talked as though the tax would be of unlimited duration, 
and this upset the deputies as much as the quantity that was asked." 

At ten o’clock the next morning, the Dukes of Orléans and Bourbon 
arrived to hear the reply of the estates. Masselin’s address was longer 
and more filled with biblical and classical allusions than was his wont. 
Evidently he wished to do full honor to the occasion, for the king had 
been expected. A storm prevented the young sovereign from attending, 
but Masselin obviously had not learned of this development in time to 
change his speech. Much of it was directed towards the head of the 
state, with the thesis being developed that the people were the masters 
sf ieee property and that “what is good for subjects is good for the 

ing.” 


When Masselin finished, a clerk read the terms of the grant. The 
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king was first asked to approve the various recommendations made in 
the cahier, then he was offered 1,200,000 livres for two years and 300,- 
000 livres for one year to pay for his coronation. The estates expressed 
the desire to name a deputation to assist in the division of the tax which 
they wanted to take place before their departure, and they requested 
that the exact time and place be set for the meeting of the Estates 
General that was to take place in about two years. No new taxes should 
be levied without their consent.1”® 

The chancellor departed, but returned later in the day with instruc- 
tions that to speed the proceedings, the assembly was to choose three 
delegations to treat simultaneously with the council on taxation, justice, 
and the church. The deputies reacted favorably except on the govern- 
ment’s suggestion that only one man from each of the four most heavily 
taxed sections be elected to the committee on taxation. No one section 
would trust another on this score, nor had bailiwicks any faith in their 
neighbors. Each and every jurisdiction wanted to be represented, and in 
the end the six sections each sent three or more deputies to meet the 
committee of the council headed by Beaujeu and Dunois.!”° 

The next day was Sunday, but so anxious was the council to bring 
matters to an end that Beaujeu summoned the committee chosen by the 
estates to Montils. Here a financial official proposed that the tax be 
divided between the provinces in the same ratio as in the past. The 
suppression of nearly two-thirds of the taille meant that there would be 
a substantial reduction for all. The assessment on the fle-de-France, 
for example, would be reduced from 604,975 livres, 14 sous to 208,800 
livres, and on Normandy from 996,600 livres to 363,910 livres. Never- 
theless, the deputies from each section cried out that their assessment 
was too large. The older ratio for dividing the tax was not fair, they 
charged. ‘Every section, every province, said that it was too crushed 
and that it had paid more than its share.” There was no one who did 
not complain except for a small number of men from the Paris section. 
Even here all was not well, for two deputies from Vermandois repeated 
unceasingly “have pity, my lords, on the poor bailiwick of Vermandois 
that has suffered so much; have pity... .” 7”? 

A deputy of the third estate of Languedoc said that for the last two 
years he had had to pay a taille of over 350 livres. A Norman replied 
that this was a proof of his prosperity and not evidence that his province 
had been overtaxed. The Picards complained that the 55,000 livres 
they were assessed was the same that they had always paid. The council 
replied that they had been undertaxed in the past, that they were 
wealthy, and had not suffered any recent devastations. The Picards 
argued that their province was smaller than the lords thought, that 
Boulonnais and Artois had been exempted from the taille for five years, 
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that the bailiwick of Amiens and the provostship of Vimeu had been 
joined with the généralité of Paris, and that much of Picardy was in 
Vermandois. There remained only 170 villages to support the entire 
tax. These villagers, of course, had suffered every form of hardship. So 
it went. The Picards refused to consent to the levy. The crown offered 
a reduction of 15,000 livres. But the Picards still refused. A proffered 
reduction of 20,000 brought no better results. When Masselin left Tours 
two weeks later, they were still holding out for a two-thirds reduction in 
spite of the profound irritation of the councilors.” 

The Normans complained as loudly. They had consented to the taille, 
they said, only if it were equally divided throughout the kingdom. 
They were now asked to pay one-fourth of the tax when they made up 
only one-tenth of the area. (The day before they had admitted to one- 
eighth. They were growing more desperate.) They were impoverished 
by taxes, devastated by armies, and the victims of pest and famine. 
When the financial officials criticized some of their statements, the 
Norman deputies pretended that they had not heard. The quarrel be- 
came louder, and at length Beaujeu ordered the deputies to leave the 
room in order for the councilors to confer. Later, two of the councilors 
came to the Norman deputies and said that the crown would remit 
13,910 livres, leaving a tax of 350,000 livres, provided they would 
continue to act discontented, for no reduction was contemplated for the 
other sections. 

After this little aside, Beaujeu summoned the deputies and said that 
the division prepared by the financial officials seemed just and regular. 
It would therefore be maintained. The deputies replied that it was 
necessary for them to consult their colleagues before answering and 
they retired.17? 

The next day the deputies decided to make a separate assessment 
for the special one-year tax of 300,000 livres. To establish a single levy 
of 1,500,000 livres might lead the crown to claim the entire amount for 
the second year also, rather than only the 1,200,000 livres that had 
been agreed upon. Some advocated that the estates be held in 1485 to 
make certain that only 1,200,000 livres were levied. Others, including 
the Normans and the deputies of Languedoil, opposed this move as 
being both useless and expensive. 

There was also a movement to ask that no future taxes be imposed 
in any part of France without the consent of the provincial estates, but 
the deputies from Normandy did not support this pretension. Their own 
rights and privileges seemed assured. Why should they strive to win a 
similar position for other localities? Thus the deputies failed to stand 
together in a concerted move to establish the provincial estates firmly 
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in those parts of France where they had been abandoned. Others spoke 
of suppressing the élus and the receveurs of the taille, arguing that they 
were as objectionable as the taille itself, but too few deputies could get 
their minds off of the division of the tax to take heed of the common 
interests of the estates.1** 

Indeed, the introduction of the financial question had seen the spirit 
of co-operation between the deputies come to an end. Each section 
sought the reduction of its taxes at the expense of others. Masselin 
complained of this, but it is worthy of note that a secret reduction of 
only 13,910 livres from the Norman share removed their opposition to 
the division of the tax. The councilors were at the same time forced into 
the realization that the consent of the Estates General had meant 
nothing. They had won 1,500,000 livres from the group only to have 
to enter into negotiations with each individual section. To the Picards, 
to the Normans, and doubtless to others, they had had to make conces- 
sions. The system of Charles VII was revived. First, the national assem- 
bly had been held to fix the amount of the levy, then the council had 
to go to each province for its consent. Small wonder the councilors saw 
little need to hold the Estates General again, but rather returned to the 
practice of direct negotiations with the provincial estates and towns. 

Meanwhile, a deputation from the estates had been meeting with the 
chancellor to consider the articles in the cahier on justice. The initial 
procedure was for the cahier to be discussed article by article by the 
chancellor and by the eight legal advisors he had brought with him. 
The representatives from the estates were not permitted to participate; 
for, as the chancellor explained, they had already considered the matter 
once, and no one ought to be permitted to vote a second time on the 
same question.’*° The deputies complained. ‘““Why are we here? Why 
have you summoned us? Let us retire.” 7°° The chancellor, as was his 
wont, gave way before this firm stand and conciliated the deputies by 
permitting them to engage in the discussion. Articles not desired by the 
councilors were set aside for further consideration or revision. In the 
end only three or four were not accepted. With one exception, these had 
not been approved by the entire estates, but had been slipped in by 
several individuals to support their own personal interests or those of 
friends. The exception was, however, of some importance because it 
pointed once more to the internal divisions brought about by Louis XI. 
The article in question requested that those officials who had been dis- 
missed without cause during the latter part of his reign be re-established 
in their offices, or that legal remedy be permitted them. The chancellor, 
supported by his advisors, protested violently against this proposal, for 
he was only one among many who held a post that could be claimed by 
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another if the article were accepted. The articles on the council were 
debated in a similar manner, but without any clear decision being 
reached. They were turned over to the council intact.‘ 

At the same time another delegation from the estates met with 
Cardinal Bourbon, Archbishop of Lyon and brother of the old duke and 
Pierre of Beaujeu. The purpose was to discuss the chapter in the cahier 
on the church, and in place of a battery of jurists, the deputies found 
themselves confronted by a host of archbishops and bishops. The prel- 
ates were irate. A few days earlier they had complained at not receiving 
individual summons to the estates, but their threat not to accept the 
conclusions reached by the deputies had not prevented the assembly 
from barring them from the deliberations unless they were willing to 
serve without pay. This offer was declined and the prelates turned to the 
king for permission to sit in judgment on the articles. Their success 
did not diminish their anger, and Cardinal Bourbon lashed out at the 
deputies, declaring that they had had no right to speak for the Gallican 
Church and that the articles they recommended were detrimental to the 
power of the Holy See. In vain the deputies protested that it was their 
right to request a return to the Pragmatic Sanction because the step 
would be beneficial to the kingdom. One of their number had the 
temerity to say that the prelates who had made the Pragmatic Sanction 
were more holy than those in his day who were seeking to destroy it. 
This rejoinder so offended the prelates that the procureur-général of the 
king had to intervene. He argued that the Pragmatic Sanction con- 
tributed to the prosperity of the kingdom by preventing the exportation 
of treasures, and to the spiritual welfare by calling for the election of 
prelates. 

The debate continued intermittently for days. The upper clergy was 
opposed to any system which removed the royal and papal authority of 
naming prelates, for most of them owed their own position to this 
practice. They were especially vehement, Masselin charged, because of 
the approach of the papal legate who, it was rumored, had been given 
the authority to select several faithful and devoted servants of the pope 
for red hats. These ambitious prelates were dangerous because they 
were the friends and relatives of the princes, and their influence was 
later demonstrated by the refusal of the council to approve the chapter 
on the church.”* 

Meanwhile, quarrels between the sections, and even within sections 
over the assessment of the tax continued; for once the question of money 
was raised, the deputies lost the ability to reach an accord. Data sur- 
vives only for the activities of the Norman section, but here Masselin 
gives a detailed picture of the difficulty, if not of the impossibility, of 
getting the deputies to agree on the distribution of taxes. The patience 
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of the royal officials and their desire to arrive at a settlement satis- 
factory to everyone is clearly shown, but they must have considered the 
estates a terrible nuisance. 

On March 4 the Norman deputies met with the Bishop of Coutances, 
president of the échiquier at Rouen, the bailiffs of Rouen, Evreux, and 
Coutances, and several tax officials to discuss the division among the 
subordinate jurisdictions of the 350,000 livres they had voted. Cou- 
tances opened the meeting by stating that several deputies felt that the 
former ratio governing the distribution among the bailiwicks was unjust. 
They ought, he stated, to divide the assessment in accordance with the 
wealth of each locality.?°® 

Immediately the deputies from Rouen and Caux raised a loud cry. 
They insisted that they had never asked for any changes in the distribu- 
tion and cast slurs at anyone who might have made secret proposals 
advocating a new system. The bishop seemed almost convinced when 
the Vicar of Coutances began to speak of the terrible poverty of the 
bailiwick of Cotentin which he represented. The taille, plague, and 
famine, named in that order, had wreaked havoc. In despair, husbands 
killed their wives; and fathers, their children. Indeed, Cotentin and the 
neighboring bailiwick of Caen paid half the taille levied on Normandy. 
This situation, he charged, had been brought about some years before 
when troops had pillaged the bailiwick of Caux. As a result that juris- 
diction had been exempted from the taille for five years, and the 
Norman quota had been met by a higher levy on Coutances and Caen. 
This additional charge had been kept after the end of the five-year 
period. Thus it had come to pass that the two bailiwicks paid half the 
Norman tax. Would it not be more just for them to pay one-third, 
Rouen and Caux, one-third, and Evreux, Gisors, and Alencon, one- 
thaincig2?° 

The deputies of Caen supported this move, but then those from 
Gisors, Evreux, and Alencon began to relate their tales of woe. “No 
one fought for glory, but each made every effort to disparage his baili- 
wick.” 141 It was then the turn of the Rouen and Caux deputies to be- 
come worried at the obvious move to transfer a larger part of the tax 
to their bailiwicks. They pointed out that the government had already 
promised to maintain the old ratio for the division of the tax and that 
it was therefore useless to debate the matter. They would spare the 
group a detailed exposition of their miseries—which were infinite. 

By now it was apparent why the Bishop of Coutances, the Norman 
bailiffs, and financial officials of the province had been chosen by the 
government to work out the new scheme for distribution. Only persons 
intimately acquainted with the province could hope to form any idea 
of what each part could pay. No trust could be placed in what the 
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deputies had to say, and it appeared even more certain that, left alone, 
they would never arrive at a solution. The royal officials clearly thought 
that Rouen and Caux were paying less than their share and were 
anxious to equalize the burden. They denied that there had ever been 
a promise not to make any modification in the distribution and an- 
nounced their intention to withdraw to deliberate alone.’ 

The deputies of Rouen and Caux became frantic. If a larger per- 
centage of the tax was thrust on them now, they would have to pay it 
for many years before they could hope for readjustment. They deter- 
mined to plead as eloquently as the others, although even Masselin 
from Rouen admitted that his bailiwick was more prosperous than 
Cotentin or Caen. To leave no doubt in the minds of his constituents 
that their cause had been vigorously defended, Masselin gave at great 
length the arguments of their spokesman. There is no need to go into 
the details of the defense. Suffice it to say that every effort was made to 
show that the other bailiwicks had minimized their capacity to pay 
and that it was really Rouen and Caen that suffered. Always they 
stressed the point that there had been a general reduction of the taille 
by two-thirds and that every jurisdiction ought to profit from this good 
fortune.*?* 

With sarcasm and scorn the Vicar of Coutances sought to refute the 
arguments of the spokesman for Rouen and Caen, and when he had 
done, the debate became louder. Those of the third estate were espe- 
cially angry, and it was with difficulty that they could be restrained from 
attacking each other. At length order was restored, and the Bishop of 
Coutances announced that a decision would be made based on their 
overlong debate. He appealed to the deputies of Caux to put aside their 
passions and admit that their bailiwick was better off than Cotentin and 
Caen. He called on several natives of that district in the council to sup- 
port his contention, but this appeal was lost on Masselin and his fellow 
deputies. The Bishop of Coutances was unable to overcome his bias 
for his diocese, Masselin reported. He could not, or he would not, admit 
the justice of the bishop’s position. 

It was an irate nobleman who violated any remaining sense of 
propriety by laying bare the weakness of the Bishop of Coutances’ 
position. ““My lord,” he said, “we know that you think and occupy 
yourself only with the welfare of the people of your bishopric and 
it is already publicly said that you have promised them this relief. 
Please pardon me for speaking to you in this manner, but you ought 
not to be a judge in this affair. . . . If you render a decision against 
us, we will appeal to the king in council.” 4 

While the nobleman was speaking, the bishop and councilors got up 
and went in the next room to give the appearance of not hearing what 
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was said. Masselin and several of his compatriots quickly joined them 
to apologize for their colleague’s rudeness and to add further arguments 
to support their cause. When they had finished, the ill-feeling that had 
been germinated by the discussion was temporarily dissipated by a 
splendid dinner the bishop had ordered.!** 

The next two days were uneventful; Lombez had ceased to devote 
much of his attention to the estates, and there was no general assembly 
to deal with the problem of the division of the taille within the sections. 
Probably, the government negotiated with each of them separately just 
as it had done with Normandy, but there is no positive evidence. 
During this period Masselin and four or five Norman nobles went to 
Montils to ask the king and council to consider some individual re- 
quests of their province. They found that body deliberating on the 
army question and decided to limit their own requests to the same 
subject. Interestingly, the Normans set their military needs at 100 
lances to be commanded by the seneschal, a far cry from the 700 lances 
and unspecified number of foot soldiers recommended by the council. 
Troops were not even desired by regions exposed to invasion by the 
English.7*° 

On the afternoon of March 7, the king came to Tours to hold the 
final full meeting of the estates. The deputies assembled about three in 
the afternoon and the proceedings were opened with an address by the 
chancellor. Rochefort praised the deputies for their work and the king 
and the princes for their benevolence. He announced that the king was 
firmly resolved that none of their requests would be transgressed except 
for powerful reasons, and he instructed the deputies to praise their 
sovereign when they returned to their homes. The king, he said, had 
just been ordered by his doctors to go to Amboise, but the chancellor 
comforted the deputies with the assurance that a messenger could go 
to his residence and back to Tours in a day. Any new question that 
arose could be quickly resolved. When he finished, he turned to the 
king and asked if he had spoken as directed. The thirteen-year-old 
Charles who had so often been praised in the assembly for his precocious 
intellect and wisdom then uttered his only words before the deputies: 
“Te l’avoue.”’ 137 

Jean de Rély replied for the deputies in his usual scholarly manner. 
He thanked the king and the princes and pleaded for an early corona- 
tion. When he had finished, the meeting came to an end.’** 

The sections returned to the question of taxation on the morning of 
March 8. The Normans debated on four specific problems. The first 
was whether the ordonnance for the levy should come from the king or 
the commissioners of the estates of Normandy. The deputies chose the 
former because the assembly had met in the presence of the king and 
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outside the province in spite of their privileges. They had no intention 
of permitting the commissioners to handle the tax just as if it had been 
approved by their provincial estates. No agreement was reached on the 
second problem of whether the ordonnance should be addressed to the 
élus or to the lieutenant of the bailiff. The third question of what per- 
sons and what towns should pay the taille produced the longest debate. 
Many men had been ennobled by Louis XI without sufficient cause, at 
least so some deputies thought, and there was strong sentiment to make 
them pay. The question of the exempt towns was also discussed, and 
here the matter came before the general assembly of the estates. Some 
wanted to exempt only Paris and Rouen, others would add Amiens, 
Bordeaux, Tours, Orléans, Lyon, or some other place. There were 
those who would be content if the traditionally exempt towns would 
pay a share of the tax for the coronation. At length the royal council 
intervened and as usual defended the privileged. The exempt towns 
were to remain unassessed. Finally the Norman deputies turned to the 
question of the duration of the ordonnance, whether they should order 
the tax for one year or two, and whether, as was decided, two men from 
each estate should assist the é/us in the division of the tax among the 
parishes.**° 

Nearly all the decisions taken by the Norman section came under 
the criticism of the Bishop of Coutances and other royal Norman of- 
ficials when the deputies reported to them at Montils the following day. 
They opposed the provision calling for the members of the three orders 
to work with the élus because it would lead to confusion and differences 
of opinion, and they were equally adamant against a proposal to abolish 
the élus altogether. When the Normans suggested that the ordonnance 
be for two years as the majority of the sections had asked, the officials 
argued that this would violate their charter of privileges because it 
would have the effect of levying a tax on the province next year with- 
out a meeting of the provincial estates. Masselin had no doubt of the 
true motive behind this stand. The Norman officials wanted the estates 
to be held in the expectation that they would take part as royal com- 
missioners and receive the handsome fee usually accorded such service. 
Besides, the government opposed the two-year ordonnance for the same 
reason the deputies advocated it. The government wanted the oppor- 
CURSO raise taxes in 1485, the deputies desired to insure the present 
rate. 

Wednesday was spent in more individual conferences between the 
sections and the royal officials over the cahier and the tax. The depu- 
ties worked under the shadow of a rumor that they were about to be 
dispatched to their homes, and while many were homesick, the majority 
were anxious to complete the work of the general cahier before leaving. 
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The appearance of the chancellor before the deputies on the following 
day removed any lingering doubt as to the intentions of the govern- 
ment. He began by promising that the king would approve the articles 
concerning the church in spite of the opposition of the prelates, and he 
pointed out that most of the remainder of the cahier had been acted 
upon. To remain longer in session would only impose a useless expense 
on the people. 

There was an immediate outcry from the deputies who regarded 
their financial concession as being very generous, so generous that it 
seemed unjust to dismiss them until the answers to all the articles had 
been received. One theologian was especially outspoken. The chancellor 
sought to escape the storm of protests by referring the deputies to the 
king and council. He also promised to have the royal replies to the 
articles read before the estates in the afternoon, but later it was decided 
to postpone this event until the next day. The Normans profited by the 
interlude to visit Montils once more where they sought the Bishop of 
Coutances and were informed that their provincial cahier had been ex- 
pedited by the council. They were also told that the council had added, 
or was going to add, ten or twelve deputies to their number. This con- 
cession was probably designed to make the deputies more willing to 
return to their homes in a friendly frame of mind, but actually it meant 
little, for the complexion of the council was by no means changed. 
Four of the supposedly new councilors were either former or current 
members of that body, and of the remainder, only three left any trace 
in its records. These men, the Bishop of Rieux, Guillaume de Mont- 
morency, and Philippe Pot were probably chosen because the first was 
a partisan of the independents, especially from the south, the second 
of Orléans, and the third of the Beaujeus. The delicate balance between 
the various factions that had been established soon after the death of 
Louis XI was maintained.™*? 

The Bishop of Lombez was one of the former councilors who 
was reappointed. His new duties, and the arrival of an embassy from 
Spain, made it necessary for him to excuse himself from presiding over 
the estates on the following day. The deputies took this action as indi- 
cating that he had renounced the presidency of the estates, and the 
Bishop of Lavour was chosen in his stead.” This prelate had the clerk 
of the chancellery read the royal reply to the cahier. Unfortunately, it 
had been written in haste and with so many abbreviations that the 
clerk had difficulty in deciphering them. Worst of all, the replies were 
too vague to give any confidence that they would ever be enforced. 

The deputies decided to appeal to the chancellor and council to make 
more precise answers to the articles in the cahier and to have the royal 
judges enforce them in the same manner as other ordonnances. The 
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judge of Forez was given the task of selecting the most important 
articles for immediate consideration. The deputation that awaited the 
chancellor the next day at Montils was rebuffed on the grounds that 
the council had other pressing matters to discuss. However, eventual 
approval was promised. Meanwhile, each section was asked to leave 
three or four deputies at Tours until the council could complete its 
work on the cahier, and the remaining deputies were instructed to re- 
turn to their homes. 

Some of the deputies wanted to stay, but the majority longed for 
their native provinces or wished to please the princes by departing. A 
committee was chosen by each section to remain with instructions, at 
least in the case of the Normans, to continue to work together. The 
remaining deputies, including Masselin, departed “content,” feeling 
that they had achieved a thorough reformation of the government, had 
substantially reduced taxes, and had a definite pledge that the Estates 
General would meet again in two years.'*? One wonders how long the 
deputies remained satisfied, and why the Estates General promised 
for 1486 did not materialize. Speculation on these two problems really 
centers on the basic question of what benefits each of the three rival 
parties and the public felt that they had obtained from the long and 
costly meeting at Tours. 

The Beaujeus could hardly have been happy with the results. They 
had been largely responsible for the convocation of the estates and 
had hoped that the deputies would free them from the council of fifteen 
set up by the princes after the death of Louis XI. Instead, the estates 
had been unwilling to support them in the matter, and they found 
themselves no better off than before. Indeed, they were forced to make 
their greatest concession, the surrender of Armagnac, several weeks 
after the closing of the estates. It is difficult to believe that the Beaujeus 
did this willingly even though their action gave them enough support 
among the great nobility to keep custody of the king. They must have 
realized that in a few years the youthful Charles would assert his 
authority, and a transient control of the crown was hardly worth the 
sacrifice of the domains Louis XI had granted them.*** 

The Duke of Bourbon and his fellow independents had no reason 
to be any more favorably impressed by the usefulness of the Estates 
General. They had done much to bring about the meeting only to have 
their position in the council challenged, the army reduced, and their 
pensions curtailed. Like the Beaujeus, they had no reason to advocate 
another meeting of the Estates General, with the months of deliberating 
and continual bickering that it entailed. 

The Duke of Orléans was initially the most irritated of all the critics 
of the estates. He was particularly disgruntled at not being given the 
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regency to which he felt his rank entitled him.1*° However, in January, 
1485, and again in February, 1487, he advocated a second assembly."¢ 
This change of heart was the result of a change in his position. Nothing 
seemed to have been altered in the months that immediately followed 
the Estates General. The Duke of Orléans continued to lead from 
strength. In May he took the confiscated lands of the hated barber of 
Louis XI, Olivier le Daim, and added them to his already extensive 
domains."“’ This victory failed to reconcile him to the existing situa- 
tion; and he renewed, with other members of his house, the intrigues 
with the Duke of Brittany, Richard III of England, and the Habsburg, 
Maximilian. The dangerous possibilities of this coalition were tempo- 
rarily dissipated by the recall of the nobles from Nantes to attend the 
coronation of the king at Reims on May 30. Here a new danger con- 
fronted the Beaujeus. Charles became infatuated with the athletic 
prowess of his cousin of Orléans and may have pleaded to be freed 
from the domination of his sister. The duke began to hope for a blood- 
less coup and plotted to abduct the king. The Beaujeus could not 
temporize before this threat, and after the middle of September, fled 
with their charge from Paris to the security of the small fortified town 
of Montargis. There Guyot Pot and two other nobles of the Orleanist 
faction were dismissed from the entourage of the king. This precipitous 
action drove Orléans and his followers into open alliance with Brittany 
and led to further negotiations with England and the Archduke Maxi- 
milian.**® 

The Beaujeus also sought allies. They took full advantage of their 
control of the person of the king and had him give back lands taken by 
Louis XI in return for support. Lorraine won Bar and a promise that 
his claims to Provence would be considered when the king was older. 
The duchy of Nemours was surrendered to the eldest son of the late 
rebellious duke and the county of Guise, to a second child. The Duke 
and the Cardinal of Bourbon agreed to add their support, and the fiery 
Alain le Grand and the Count of Comminges joined the alliance. Alain 
had supported the claims of his cousin, the Count of Armagnac, and 
after Pierre de Beaujeu had surrendered the county, he took it from 
his now insane relative. More important, the Beaujeus had aided Alain 
in his efforts to marry his eldest son to the heir of the county of Foix 
and the kingdom of Navarre. The lands of the Albrets now extended 
from the Garonne to the Ebro, and their power in the south was brought 
to redress that of the rebellious nobility in the north and west. The 
able Louis de La Trémoille was won by the offer of the hand of Gabrielle 
de Bourbon, and some rebellious Breton nobles and three towns in 
Flanders were added to the coalition to weaken the Duke of Brittany 
and Maximilian. The period of conciliar government was coming to an 
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end. In its place, two rival factions were poised to struggle for control 
of the kingdom." 

At this point, the Dukes of Orléans and Brittany made their proposal 
for a new meeting of the Estates General, a proposal undoubtedly in- 
tended to win popularity for themselves and to embarrass the Beaujeus 
on whom any criticism of the government was likely to fall, since they 
held custody of the king. Their suggestion failed to produce the desired 
results, in part because neither of them had an enviable record in con- 
nection with the estates of Tours. Brittany had not even bothered to 
have his duchy represented and Orléans had not paid much attention 
to its proceedings. He had even agreed in August, 1484, before the final 
break with the Beaujeus, to keep the taille at 1,500,000 livres for the 
following year, this in violation of the promise that had been made to 
the deputies that the total would be reduced by 300,000 livres.”° Yet 
the principal reason for the failure of the two dukes to win popular 
acclaim for their stand must certainly have been the lack of desire of 
the people to undertake the trouble and expense of another meeting 
of the Estates General. 

It is difficult to document the position taken by the public on political 
issues during this period. We can only guess that the electorate despaired 
of winning general administrative reforms through action of the Estates 
General. No ordonnance combining all the articles of the cahier sub- 
mitted in 1484 was ever promulgated, although directives on this or 
that action requested by the estates were issued now and then for over 
a quarter of a century. The council did reply to the cahier soon after 
the deputies departed, but in a vague and indirect manner. Whether 
this reply was universally considered to have the force of law is not 
known. The deputy of the third estate of Amiens thought it worth- 
while to bring home a copy to show his constituents. The seneschal of 
Beaucaire and Nimes took steps to have the number of sergeants re- 
duced in Velay following the directives of the deputies, but the estates 
of Languedoc found it necessary to get a royal ordonnance issued in 
September, 1485, ordering officials to honor the replies given at Tours. 
They had not been enforced because they were not in the proper 
form.” The very fact that Charles VIII and Louis XII later made 
ordonnances based on individual articles suggests enforcement was 
lax. In January, 1485, the Dukes of Orléans and Brittany charged that 
the wishes of the estates had not been carried out. While there were 
propaganda advantages to be achieved by taking this position, there is 
no doubt that there was some justice in their assertion.°? The failure 
to secure administrative reform was coupled with a mixed feeling 
among the people of disillusionment over the possibility of the Estates 
General ever winning effective control over the amount of taxation, 
contentment at seeing the government reduce the taille to a third or a 
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half of what it had been a few years earlier, and a strong conviction 
that it was best for each province or other locality to set the amount 
of its tax in direct negotiations with the royal council. 

This frame of mind is best illustrated by the relations between the 
council and the provincial estates during the years immediately fol- 
lowing the Estates General. In August, 1484, the council announced 
that the taille for 1485 would be 1,500,000 livres in spite of the fact 
the Estates General had granted only 1,200,000 livres for that year. 
On May 4, 1485, an additional 463,500 livres was requested. The 
council returned to the figure of 1,500,000 livres for 1486,15* but the 
Estates General had made no offer at all for that year. Would not the 
provincial estates have protested violently against these and the other 
violations of the agreement made at Tours if they had any desire to 
force the convocation of another national assembly? Let us examine 
their attitude on this question. 

The three estates of Dauphiné met in May, 1484, to vote the 20,000 
livres they had been assessed as their share of the levy established at 
the Estates General. In 1485, and again in 1486, the procedure was 
repeated without any known remonstrance, although the anticipated 
reduction was not given in the former year and the sum voted in the 
latter had not been approved by a national assembly.?°® 

Indeed, the provincial estates were more worried about the Estates 
General having helped set the amount of the tax than they were when 
the council alone set it. They evidently feared that the consent of the 
national assembly might be used as a substitute for their own. The 
Burgundian deputies at Tours went to great lengths to establish that 
they had taken no action at the Estates General that in any way 
affected the privileges of the duchy. They even obtained a letter from 
the king stating that they had not consented to any tax while there 
and that all levies had to be approved by the three estates of the 
province.’°® The crown had had to abandon any hope of getting final 
consent from Burgundy at the national assembly, but to make matters 
worse the estates of the duchy met in June and refused to vote the 
45,000 livres that had been assigned as their share of the 1,500,000 
livres agreed on at Tours. There is no precise information as to why 
the Burgundians adopted this attitude. The 45,000 figure was far less 
than their just portion. The most logical explanation is that the Bur- 
gundians feared that to vote anything might establish the precedent 
of future taxes accepted by the Estates General being levied on them. 
Such was the power of provincialism! In August they refused once 
more, with considerable talk of their “ancient privileges,” but finally 
in September the estates met a third time and agreed to contribute 
30,000 livres. There is proof of only 10,000 livres being voted by 
Burgundy in 1485, of nothing being voted in 1486, and of a refusal to 
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give anything towards the 48,000 francs requested by the king in 
January, 1487. That the intransigent attitude displayed on the last date 
did not reflect that the Estates General had not been called to consent 
to the taille for that year is indicated by the vote of 40,000 francs in 
another meeting some months later, and by sums granted in future 
years without mentioning the government’s failure to consult the na- 
tional assembly.'”" 

The estates of Normandy met in the early fall of 1484 to consent 
to their part of the tax voted by the Estates General, and again in 
May, 1485, to approve their share of the 463,500 livres that the crown 
felt necessary to request in addition to the 1,500,000 livres already 
demanded for that year. The government made elaborate preparations 
before approaching the three estates on the latter occasion. The need 
for the additional revenue ,was carefully explained and the king ap- 
peared in person before the deputies at Rouen to insure a minimum of 
protest. Normandy had at times paid nearly one-third of the taxes in 
the kingdom and at Tours had been persuaded to accept about one- 
fourth of the total burden. The crown could not risk a refusal, and its 
efforts were rewarded by a vote of 117,000 livres. The Norman estates 
met twice in 1486, but there is no evidence that those who attended 
took any steps to insure a new convocation of the Estates General as 
had been promised.1”* 

Languedoc had no less hesitation in putting provincial advantage 
ahead of national considerations. The cahier prepared by the deputies 
from that province while at the Estates General specifically asked that 
no taxes be levied without the consent of the estates of Languedoc 
and the crown granted this request.”? However, it was not until Feb- 
ruary—March, 1485, that the estates voted 145,803 livres as their share 
of the taille of 1484, and 124,345 for 1485. The reduction in the amount 
for the second year suggests that the estates had not forgotten that 
their representatives at Tours had won an agreement that the levy 
would be reduced by 300,000 livres in 1485. In July, 1485, Languedoc 
accepted an increase in the tax as Normandy had done, and in the 
spring of 1486, and again in March, 1487, her estates voted money 
for the crown.'®° There is no evidence of any move to force the promised 
convocation of the Estates General by the refusal to vote taxes or by 
any other means. The provincial estates of France abandoned the 
Estates General because of a preference for local consent, and the 
government abandoned that same institution because it was of too little 
use to justify the work and trouble it caused. Many years were to pass 
before there was another meeting of the Estates General, but mean- 
while the popular, consultative tradition of the Renaissance Monarchy 
was maintained by meetings of small advisory groups. 
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The Consultative Assemblies 


The Estates General of 1484 marked but a brief break in the practice 
of summoning small advisory groups in lieu of the large unwieldy 
assemblies that had characterized the two decades before 1440. Except 
for a short period of personal government by Charles VIII, the rulers 
for the next generation had a sincere interest in the welfare of their 
subjects; and the monarchy, which had been cordially abhorred during 
the reign of Louis XI, reached the peak of its popularity under Louis 
XII. Throughout the sixteenth century the reign of Louis XII was 
looked upon as a golden age, an age of ever increasing prosperity that 
was paralleled by reduction in taxation. The taille, which had stood at 
4,400,000 livres during the last year of the reign of Louis XI, was re- 
duced to 1,500,000 livres for 1484 and was limited to this figure again 
as late as 1507. 

Most of the assemblies which met under the auspices of Charles VIII 
or his sister were concerned with the confused state of the currency 
or with the financial requirements produced by the Breton and Italian 
Wars. The first of these meetings resulted from letters issued on 
December 10, 1484, ordering the inhabitants of the towns to elect 


_ deputies experienced in currency matters. These deputies were to meet 


with the king’s council and royal financial officials the following Febru- 


_ary to give advice on what to do about the varying metallic content of 
foreign and domestic coins.’ In January, 1487, members of the Parle- 


ment and financial officials joined the princes of the blood and other 
notable persons to deal again with the currency situation.” Late in 
1489 or early in 1490 a large assembly met at Orléans to tackle this 
problem once more. Present were the princes of the blood, members 
of the council, financial officials from the various courts, and deputies 
from the towns.® In 1493 the crown considered forbidding the circula- 
tion of foreign currency and the “churchmen, nobles, bourgeois, men, 
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and inhabitants” of the towns were directed to name representatives 
to meet on August 15 to give advice on the matter.* 

War sometimes made necessary taxation of a sufficiently extraordi- 
nary nature for the government to convoke relatively large assemblies 
to explain its needs. On July 1, 1489, the Parlement of Paris was 
ordered to send its first president and six elected representatives to 
attend an assembly at Amboise with important prelates and other royal 
advisors to discuss a levy on the clergy to help meet the costs of the 
Breton War.” 

The needs of the treasury in 1494 at the eve of the invasion of Italy 
were even greater. The expedition itself was unpopular and the people 
were thought likely to resist additional financial demands. To overcome 
the anticipated opposition, Charles VIII decided to hold assemblies 
on March 17 and April 7 in Lyon, prior to his departure. The first was 
attended by important seigneurs, prelates, and members of the Parle- 
ment, and the second by the deputies of the towns. Few details are 
known of the earlier assembly, however in the later the government 
sought to justify the Italian expedition on the grounds that Naples 
belonged to the crown of France and that its conquest would further 
plans for a Crusade against the Turks. No request was specifically 
made for money or other sacrifices during either of the meetings. The 
plan was to convince those who attended of the wisdom and justice of 
the royal cause and then to take the unpopular steps of increasing the 
taille, imposing new aides, farming the royal domain, reducing court 
salaries, and suspending pensions. Where it was necessary, the consent 
of the provincial estates and the towns was solicited, but Paris, Orléans, 
and perhaps other localities were not swayed by the arguments heard 
at Lyon and refused to make any special contributions to the Italian 
adventure. Fortunately for the king, the three estates of Languedoc 
were a little more generous.® 

The government of Charles VIII was not noteworthy for its reforms, 
but it did produce one great ordonnance designed to improve the ad- 
ministration of justice, and it attempted to reorganize the whole system 
of tax assessment. The ordonnance was published in July, 1493, as a 
result of the deliberations of “the princes and seigneurs of our blood 
and line, prelates, barons, chevaliers, our presidents, councilors, advo- 
cates and procureurs of our court of Parlement, and other people of 
Clin COUMCIae wae 

The attempted tax reform is of greater interest to the student of 
representative assemblies. For a long time there had been complaints 
from certain provinces that they had been paying more than their share 
of taxes. The matter had been discussed at length in the Estates General 
of 1484 but without result. Soon thereafter, the question was raised 
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again by Normandy and Languedoc. The Normans claimed that they 
were paying 10 livres per head while the inhabitants of the more fortu- 
nate region of the Seine and Loire contributed only 3 or 4 livres per 
head. The people of Languedoc also made strong representations against 
the injustices of the existing system.® 

The crown determined to investigate, and during June and July, 
1491, letters were issued ordering each of the four généralités to 
choose eight deputies and a clerk to assemble at Angers at the end of 
September to study the question. The deputations from the généralités 
of Normandy and Languedoc were elected by their provincial estates, 
but as there were no comparable institutions in the généralités of Lan- 
guedoil and the Outre-Seine, instructions were sent to the élus to as- 
semble representatives from the principal towns of each élection to 
elect someone to meet with the deputies chosen from the other élections 
of their généralité. At the assembly of the généralité, deputies to the 
national meeting at Angers were to be elected. This action by the’ 
crown was undoubtedly hailed with delight in Normandy and Langue- 
doc, but there was a storm of protest from the more favored généralités 
who feared any talk of a tax reassessment. The deputies from the 
élections in Outre-Seine were careful to prepare a long list of their suf- 
ferings to confront anyone who suggested that they could possibly 
pay more. They expected an onslaught from Normandy on whom they 
blamed the investigation.® 

The assembly at Angers ran into difficulty almost immediately. Any 
readjustment of the taille between the généralités involved determining 
the number of hearths in each, since the hearth was the basis of the levy. 
But what hearths should be counted? Languedoc wanted to include 
those in the free towns that were exempted from the taille and the 
nonnoble holdings of the nobles and ecclesiastics. This policy would 
favor Languedoc for there were fewer free towns there than in the 
northern provinces, and there the nobles and ecclesiastics paid the taille 
on their common lands. For the same reasons the plan was opposed, 
and opposed successfully, by the other généralités. At length the assem- 
bly decided to break up into four groups consisting of two deputies 
from each généralité. Each group established itself in a different 
généralité to carry on its investigation. The work proceeded slowly, 
being constantly delayed by certain localities anxious to preserve their 
special privileges and by royal tax officials who were opposed to 
change. At length the young king became impatient, and on February 
7, 1494, he halted the work of the commission and arbitrarily granted 
Normandy an annual rebate of 30,000 livres and Languedoc one of 
20,000 livres. Thus ended one of the most unusual experiments in the 
use of national representative assemblies in France.” 
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Charles VIII held several great judicial assemblies during the winter 
of 1487-88 concerning legal action to be taken against the Dukes of 
Orléans and Brittany who were then in rebellion. The princes of the 
blood, peers of France, archbishops, dukes, counts, chevaliers of the 
Order of Saint-Michel, members of the Parlement, bailiffs, seneschals, 
and other royal officials attended."* 

Louis XII continued his predecessors’ policy of holding assemblies 
whenever he needed advice. If it were a question of judicial and ad- 
ministrative reorganization, he might summon some prelates, members 
of the various Parlements, seneschals, bailiffs, and great nobles, with 
the usual members of the council as he did at Blois in March, 1499.” 
For a matter more purely judicial, such as the creation of a Parlement 
for Provence in July, 1501, it was ‘‘several princes and seigneurs of our 
blood and line, and other great and notable persons of our grand coun- 
cil, courts of Parlement, and others of several and divers estates. . . .” 
who were consulted."* If it were a matter as involved as the Pragmatic 
Sanction, members of the various Parlements, financial officials, and 
leading prelates might be called upon for advice, as at Lyon in June, 
1510. The French clergy was assembled later that year at Tours and 
again at Lyon in 1511 to discuss similar problems. The first of these 
two ecclesiastical assemblies was particularly large. All bishops, two 
representatives from each cathedral chapter, and delegates of the dioc- 
esan clergy were convoked. Indeed, every year or two during the reigns 
of Charles VIII and Louis XII some sort of assembly was held.** 
There was little system or order about these meetings. The king simply 
summoned whom he chose, but their very existence proves the consulta- 
tive nature of the Renaissance Monarchy. 


The Estates and Treaties 


Charles VIII and Louis XII also continued the policy of associating 
certain elements of the nation with their treaties. Most frequently this 
was done by having the great lords and towns furnish sealed oaths that 
they would support a given treaty and by having the treaty registered 
by the Parlement of Paris. The towns, of course, had to hold assemblies 
to ratify the treaty, a copy of which was always sent them by the king. 
They and the Parlement could make remonstrances, but obviously they 
could change nothing in the agreement. Nevertheless, this practice 
furnishes one more example of how the Renaissance Monarchs attached 
various elements of the population to their policies. 

There is no need to discuss each of the numerous instances that the 
nobles, the towns, and the Parlement were asked to act on a treaty.® 
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As examples let us consider the agreements made with Maximilian of 
Austria at Senlis in May, 1493, and with Ferdinand and Isabella at 
Barcelona a few months earlier. The guarantees furnished were so 
similar that it is sufficient to quote only from the one made with Maxi- 
milian. Here it was stated that the French king, “for the security of 
this peace would give to the said King of the Romans and Archduke 
the letters and seals of mylords the Dukes of Orléans, Bourbon, 
Nemours, and the Counts of Angouléme, Montpensier, Vend6éme, the 
Prince of Orange, the marshals and admiral of France, the cities, towns, 
and communities of Paris, Rouen, Lyon, Poitiers, Tours, Angers, 
Orléans, Amiens, and Tournai.” Maximilian was likewise to furnish 
guarantees by his principal vassals and towns.’® Charles VIII used the 
assembly of the towns at Lyon in April, 1494, prior to the invasion of 
Italy to explain the need for the two treaties and then wrote the munici- 
palities that they were to hold meetings to give “promises to maintain 
the peace, alliances, and confederations . . .”’ made with the two for- 
eign powers.” In addition, the treaty was to be registered by the Parle- 
ment of Paris and the Chambre des comptes for France and by com- 
parable institutions for Maximilian."® 

The ratification of the Treaty of Etaples in 1492 with England is 
of greater interest because the terms provided that within a year the 
agreement would be submitted to the English Parliament and the three 
estates of France. Then, less than two months later, the two monarchs 
decided to postpone this part of the ratification until the next meeting 
of the three estates and Parliament.’? We suspect that Henry VII 
instigated, or at least welcomed, this new arrangement. He had won a 
grant from Parliament to invade France to save Brittany, and now he 
was being paid by France to make peace after an extremely brief cam- 
paign in which he had not prevented the duchy and her ruler from 
falling into the hands of the French. It was well to let time calm any 
ill-feelings in England before convoking Parliament to ratify the treaty. 
Not until October, 1495, did the wily monarch finally assemble Parlia- 
ment for this and other reasons.”° 

Charles VIII began to take steps to have the treaty ratified a little 
earlier. He followed the procedure established by Louis XI in regard 
to the Treaty of Arras in 1482 of holding bailiwick assemblies except 
in such places as Languedoc and Normandy where there were provincial 
estates. In his letters Charles directed that the estates swear “to con- 
firm, ratify, and approve, and to observe, maintain, and keep” the 
treaty without making any limitations or difficulties.” This form was 
followed with minor variations by the three estates of at least eighteen 
bailiwicks and provinces.” 
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The three estates could also be used to break a treaty as Louis XII 
clearly demonstrated in 1506 when he decided to marry his eldest 
daughter, Claude, to Francis, Count of Angouléme, rather than to 
Charles of Luxemburg, a young Habsburg prince to whom she was 
betrothed. At one time the Habsburg alliance had seemed most desirable 
from the dynastic point of view. Louis had wanted imperial investiture 
for Milan, and this favor was best obtainable in conjunction with a 
marriage alliance. Then too, Louis had been pleased at the thought of 
his daughter married to Charles, who, as heir to the Spanish kingdoms 
and many lands in the empire and Italy, was potentially the most power- 
ful sovereign since Charlemagne. The Habsburgs were equally anxious 
for the alliance. Claude was the richest heiress in Europe unless she 
had a brother. To her would go Milan, Asti, Genoa, claims to Naples, 
Brittany, and rich lands in Orléanais. Of her parents’ possessions only 
the crown of France would be denied her, for it could pass only to a 
male. Louis’ wife, Anne of Brittany, had also been happy at these pros- 
pects. Besides providing a glittering future for her daughter, the mar- 
riage would prevent her beloved duchy from being swallowed in the 
mammoth domain of the crown of France. It was, therefore, with 
mutual anticipation that the treaties arranging the marriage had been 
signed in 1501 and again in 1504. 

Soon thereafter Louis began to change his plans for his daughter. 
His health was quite poor, and it was increasingly apparent that he 
would have no son. If the marriage were allowed to take place, the 
Habsburgs would get the Valois claims in Italy and an important voice 
in the internal affairs of France. Besides, he had finally been given 
imperial investiture of Milan in 1505, and the emperor’s friendship 
was now less necessary. The marriage was exceedingly unpopular in 
France with only the queen and the powerful Cardinal of Amboise 
lending support. Soon the problem became one of how he could most 
graciously break his word, and it was here that the estates became of 
use. 

During 1505 a rumor was spread that the French people were strongly 
opposed to the marriage, but still the king and queen gave the Habs- 
burgs assurances of their intention to honor the treaties. At the same 
time they were careful to mention the opposition of the French people. 
Thus Louis began to build the idea that in the long run he might not be 
able to persuade his subjects to accept the marriage, an important 
point because the treaties provided that should the nuptials not take 
place through the fault of the king, queen, or princess Claude, Burgundy, 
Milan, and Asti would go to Charles of Luxemburg anyway. But there 
was the possibility of placing the blame for the breach on the French 
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people. Sometime in 1505 or early in 1506 Louis XII began to work 
toward this end.” 

Then, quietly, between April 23 and 28, 1506, the towns began to 
elect deputies to go to the king. There had been no royal letters of con- 
vocation sent to the mayors and échevins. At Paris and Abbeville 
nothing occurred that would lead one to believe that the whole affair 
was not spontaneous. At Amiens and Troyes the municipal councils 
stated that the lieutenant generals of the king in their respective 
provinces had given them orders to act. A certain Abbot of Fécamp 
passed the instructions along to Rouen. Sometimes, as at Amiens, 
Troyes, and Abbeville, the towns did not seem to know why they were 
to elect deputies to go to the king other than it was for the good of the 
kingdom. From other places, like Paris, Rouen, and Lyon, the deputies 
definitely planned to plead with the king to marry his daughter to the 
Count of Angouléme. In no place was any effort made to assemble all 
the inhabitants for consultation as had often been done in 1468. Usu- 
ally, only the bourgeois oligarchy that elected deputations to go to the 
king about more ordinary affairs participated.** 

The secrecy, which made the whole affair seem spontaneous, was 
broken by Louise of Savoy, Countess of Angouléme, who had other 
plans for her son. She betrayed the role of Louis on May 11 when she 
belatedly wrote the mayor, échevins, and councilors of her town of 
Angouléme that “the king wanted to discuss some matters for which 
he had ordered the inhabitants of the principal towns of his king- 
dom...” to elect deputies to meet him at Tours on the tenth. 
Angouléme was instructed to do likewise.” 

The leader in organizing the deputies of the twenty towns that were 
represented at Tours was Eustace L’Huillier, provost of the merchants 
and deputy from Paris and maitre des comptes ordinaire of the king. 
He arranged for the delegates to meet in the town hall on Monday, 
May 11, no doubt in accordance with previous instructions. Here plans 
were laid to beg for an audience with the king to ask him to marry his 
daughter to the Count of Angouléme. Thomas Bricot, doctor of theol- 
ogy at the University of Paris and one of the deputies from the capital 
city, was elected speaker.”® 

Meanwhile, rumors of what was afoot began to spread in spite of 
the efforts for secrecy. On May 13 a Habsburg ambassador reported 
from Tours that the princes and estates of the realm were assembled 
and that it was believed their purpose was to plead for a marriage be- 
tween the princess and the Count of Angouléme. The king, he predicted, 
would readily grant this request.” 

On Thursday, the fourteenth, Louis held an audience in the great 
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hall at the chateau of Plessis-les-Tours. Present in addition to the usual 
royal councilors and the deputies from the towns were the princes of 
the blood and many archbishops, bishops, seigneurs, barons, members 
of the Parlements, and the ambassadors of foreign princes.”* 

The session was devoted to the presentation of the views of the towns 
by Thomas Bricot. He informed the king that 


they were come before him in all humility and reverence to declare certain things of 
great moment touching the welfare of his person, the profit of his kingdom, and 
the utility of all Christendom, to wit, that in the month of April of the year last past 
he had been grievously sick, whereat all his subjects had been sorely grieved, fear- 
ing to lose him and calling to mind his singular favours; how he had kept his king- 
dom and subjects in a peace so good that the like of it had never been seen in times 
past, for no man durst take aught without payment, and the very hens knew that 
they were safe from violence; how he had remitted to his people one quarter of the 
tailles; how he had reformed justice in his kingdom, placing upright judges in the 
Parlement of Paris and in all other tribunals; and for these and other like reasons 
too numerous to rehearse he ought to be styled Louis the Twelfth, the Father of his 
People. 


Then the deputies knelt before the king, and Bricot proceeded: “Sire, 
we are come here to proffer a request for the general welfare of your 
kingdom. Your humble subjects beg that it may please you to give your 
only daughter in marriage to My Lord Francis here present, who is 
France’s son.” ** These and the fair words that followed brought tears 
to the eyes of the king and all that heard them. 

When Bricot had finished, Louis spoke to several of his close advisors 
and then had the deputies informed that he had heard nothing of the 
proposed marriage, but would discuss the matter with the princes of 
his blood. 

On the following Monday, another great assembly was held in which 
the king asked for the advice of the Cardinal of Amboise, the Bishop of 
Paris, and the Presidents of the Parlements of Paris and Bordeaux. 
They all agreed that the request of the towns was reasonable. The next 
day the chancellor informed the estates that the king would authorize 
the marriage in response to their suggestion, the advice of the princes 
and his councilors, and the desires of the representatives from the duchy 
of Brittany, who had petitioned separately. Furthermore, the king 
wanted the deputies and the inhabitants of their towns to swear to see 
that the marriage was performed and consummated when the children 
were of age, and to recognize the Count of Angouléme as their sovereign 
lord in the event that he died without male issue. A written copy of the 
oath to be taken was issued. Bricot gave thanks to the king in the name 
of the estates and leave was given for the deputies to return to their 
homes, but before their departure they witnessed the espousal of the 
two royal children. The princes and barons took the required oath at 
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this time, and during May, June, and July the towns held very large 
assemblies in which they gave their approval.®° Thus Louis XII was 
able to use the desires of his people as expressed in an assembly of the 
estates to justify breaking his treaty with the Habsburgs. 

The decision of the king was widely hailed in 1506 and since that 
date has received the unanimous approval of French historians, but 
one cannot help but speculate what would have happened if the future 
Charles V had been permitted to marry Claude of France as the earlier 
treaties had promised. Would her dowry of the Italian duchies, Brit- 
tany, and lands in Orléanais have permitted the future emperor to 
swallow France? Might not even the Salic law have been set aside, as 
Maximilian suggested on one occasion, to permit the offspring of the 
union to inherit nearly all of western Europe thereby making the idea 
of a united Christendom a reality? Probably none of these conjectures 
would have borne fruit. Louis XII was nearer the truth when he pointed 
out to the mayor and échevins of Saint-Omer that a similar marriage 
had caused the Hundred Years War.*! Of one fact we can be sure. The 
most beloved king of his age had associated the desires of his people 
with his actions, and the popular and consultative traditions of the 
Renaissance Monarchy were handed over to his successor unimpaired. 


SIX 


Francis I, Henry IL, and the Estates 


The Monarchy of Francis I 


“Francis I and Henry II were as powerful as any other kings of France; 
it was at the beginning of the sixteenth century that the absolute 
monarchy triumphed.” * So wrote Georges Pagés, one of the leading 
authorities on French constitutional history. There is certainly evidence 
to support his position. The assemblies of the three estates of the king- 
dom virtually ceased, the towns were not convoked after 1517, the 
notables were summoned less often to give advice, the estates were not 
asked to ratify treaties after 1544, and there was a growth of absolutist 
political theory. Furthermore, the Concordat of 1516 gave the crown 
effective control over appointments to important church positions, the 
seizure of the bulk of the Bourbon inheritance in central France re- 
moved the greatest of the French nobles from the scene, and the reor- 
ganization of the administration of finance further strengthened the 
crown. Yet with all these changes, the popular, consultative nature of 
the monarchy continued unmodified for the first third of the period and 
was only mildly altered thereafter. 

Francis I had “neither the strength of mind nor the steadfast will to 
apply himself to a systematic transformation of society and institu- 
tions.” > He was preoccupied with foreign affairs and war. The few 
changes he instituted arose largely from the need for money for foreign 
enterprises. He sincerely believed the Bourbon inheritance to be his : 
he was so far from trying to destroy Charles of Bourbon, the greatest 
of his vassals, that he named him Constable of France and Governor of 
Languedoc and Milan soon after he came to the throne. Indeed, Francis 
I loved his nobility as no other French king had. On them he heaped 
honors, pensions, and court positions. It was the nobility who profited 
most from the Concordat, for they received the finest ecclesiastical 
benefices. It was in part to have them near him that he built huge 
chateaux. They were his companions in arms and in the chase. The 
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young king was knighted by the bravest of their number and asked no 
better than to be called “the first gentleman of France.” 

Nothing could be more erroneous than to accept the statements of 
several Venetian ambassadors that Francis I could tax his subjects as 
much as he pleased. It is true that wars and extravagance made an in- 
crease in the taille necessary. The revenue from this tax stood at 
2,400,000 livres in 1517 and was gradually increased to 4,600,000 
by 1543, a figure no higher than that reached under Louis XI in 1481. 
During the intervening sixty years, prices had nearly doubled, and 
the capacity of the French people to pay had grown considerably. But 
the ability of Francis I to tax, like that of his predecessors, was de- 
pendent on public opinion. There was an ill-defined, but nonetheless 
definite point beyond which he could not go without provoking revolt. 
When he reached that point, he had to turn to expedients, and this he 
did early in his reign. Substantial parts of the domain were sold, as 
were the crown jewels, and even some of the treasures of the churches; 
offices were created and made venal, wages of officials were taxed, loans 
were demanded, and a system of public credit was instituted.* Such 
measures, though sometimes arbitrary, were not those of an absolute 
monarch who could tax at will. Only the favored nobility escaped al- 
most intact from the financial manipulations of the king, and they were 
the principal beneficiaries of his largess. 


The Decline of the Consultative Assemblies 


The first few years of the reign of Francis I saw the most important 
administrative changes that were made between his succession to the 
throne in 1515 and the death of his son in 1559. During this period 
there was a large amount of consultation. On September 10, 1516, 
Francis ordered the towns to send deputies to Paris on October 15 to 
give advice on what should be done about the perennial currency 
problem.* The deputies met several times with Chancellor Duprat in 
the hétel de ville, but according to Jean Barrillon, the secretary of that 
official, no solution was reached and the deputies returned to their 
homes having accomplished nothing.® Whether the deputies really con- 
tributed anything or not, cannot be said, but on November 27 an 
ordonnance was issued upon the advice of the council, the various 
financial courts, and “some delegates of several of our good towns of 
our kingdom” which set the value on various coins.° 

Francis instructed the towns to send deputies to Paris on March 15, 
1517, to give advice on how the kingdom could be enriched. Seventeen 
towns and the provincial estates of Provence and Brittany responded 
to his summons.’ This time the government took steps to ensure orderly 
proceedings, a precaution one suspects that had been neglected in the 
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October assembly. The letters of convocation stipulated that one or 
two economic experts be chosen, and efforts, for the most part unsuc- 
cessful, were made to get the towns to comply with this regulation. 
When Troyes elected an advocate, the procureur of the town, and a 
seigneur, the chancellor asked the municipality to send instead two 
merchants, whom he named, because they knew more about the matters 
to be discussed than anyone else. A similar fate may have befallen 
Dijon, for the municipal council reduced the original delegation from 
seven to two, but then in a show of independence elected the town 
scribe and a councilor to accompany them. Nevertheless, in spite of the 
royal directives, less than half the towns limited themselves to one or 
two deputies and most of those chosen were municipal officials, not 
merchants. Indeed, many deputies were nobles, a few being of the 
sword, and clergymen were in the delegations from Rouen, Tours, and 
Bayonne.® 

The first meeting of the assembly was held on March 21 at the court 
of Parlement. The judges had been carrying on a battle against the 
Concordat that the king had just concluded with the papacy, and it 
had been decided to explain the new policy to the deputies and the 
members of the sovereign court at the same time. The crown hoped to 
rally the support of the towns as a counterweight to the opposition 
that was being offered by the judiciary and some ecclesiastics.® 

Chancellor Duprat initiated this policy. Before Francis I, several 
princes, the Parlement, and the deputies, he began by pointing to the 
domestic problems and foreign enemies the king faced on his succession 
to the throne. He glorified the great victory that the young ruler had 
won at Marignano. He argued that the enemies of France had per- 
suaded the pope to abolish the Pragmatic Sanction and assume control 
over appointments to benefices in the French church. To halt these evils, 
the king had concluded the Concordat which, it is true, made some 
changes in the matter of ecclesiastical elections, but nevertheless pre- 
served the essential features of the Pragmatic Sanction and made pos- 
sible peace with the papacy.’° 

The restoration of peace, the chancellor continued, had freed the 
king to turn his attention to domestic affairs. The principal persons of 
the various courts of the realm had been assembled to evaluate old 
ordonnances and recommend new ones, expenses had been reduced, and 
an assembly of the deputies of the towns had met to advise on the prep- 
aration of a decree establishing the value of the currency. The present 
meeting was designed to secure the enrichment of the people.’* Duprat’s 
ideas on how this enrichment should be accomplished were purely 
mercantilistic. He spoke of the fertility of France which produced all 
that was needed and made imports unnecessary. He admitted that there 
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were several gates through which money was brought into the kingdom, 
but added that there were several through which it left. The latter 
were, for the most part, unwarranted and ought to be closed to allow 
money to be drawn from but not returned to neighboring states. To 
secure this enviable situation, the king desired that certain proposals 
be placed before the assembly.” 

These proposals were not submitted to the deputies of the towns on 
that day, but rather were read to them on March 25 in a meeting held 
in the /dtel de ville. They consisted of nine articles designed to prohibit 
the importation of foreign goods, ensure the use of French ships in 
foreign trade, set the value of French currency, establish a single sys- 
tem of weights and measures, limit the use of luxury goods, and the 
like. 

After the articles had been read, they were discussed for two days 
without any agreement being reached. Instead of giving advice, many 
deputies wanted to submit cahiers bearing on the needs of their indi- 
vidual towns. At length, the government decided to break up the as- 
sembly. The deputies were sent home with copies of the articles to be 
debated in assemblies of the larger and wiser part of the inhabitants 
of their towns. The conclusions were to be transmitted to the king to be 
utilized in the preparation of an ordonnance for the enrichment of the 
kingdom. Steps were also taken to communicate the articles to the 
smaller, unrepresented towns in the bailiwick of Dijon and possibly 
elsewhere to secure their opinions. 

Jean Barrillon reports that when the letters containing the advice 
of the towns reached the capital, they were placed unopened in a big 
leather sack and spoken of no more. Perhaps the secretary of the chan- 
cellor exaggerated a little in his disgust at the work of the assembly, 
but no ordonnance emerged based on its deliberations and no further 
calls were made on assemblies of the towns for advice during the reign. 
Barrillon leaves no doubt as to the reasons for his unhappiness over 
the outcome of the meeting. The government had presented a mercan- 
tilistic program designed to stop the flow of money out of France by 
halting the importation of goods, and the deputies had opposed this 
move in favor of a policy which permitted greater freedom in trade. 
This attitude, to Barrillon, indicated that the deputies preferred their 
individual profit to the general good. Another thing that irritated him 
was the tendency of some of the deputies to insist that their individual 
complaints be satisfied before they would pay attention to the proposals 
of the king. On this last point, we suspect, there was justice in Barril- 
lon’s position. When asked to make recommendations on what should 
be done to enrich the kingdom, the deputies from Troyes could only 
suggest that the holding of the Grand jours of Champagne and Brie in 
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their town be confirmed and that they be given permission to have an- 
other fair. The problem of fortifications seems to have dominated the 
ideas of Bayonne.’ To the bureaucratic Barrillon, the towns were too 
motivated by self-interest to make it worth-while to consult them. It 
was for officials like himself, who presumably were above local preju- 
dice and had only the general good in their hearts, to prepare ordon- 
nances for the government of the kingdom. He gave no indication that 
he feared representative assemblies. Rather he opposed them because 
he thought they were useless. One suspects that his attitude was shared 
by many."® 

There were no further assemblies of the towns during the reign of 
Francis I, but it would be virtually impossible to prepare a list of all 
the nonrepresentative assemblies. Ordonnances were usually made and 
issued on the advice of great nobles and the regular members of the 
council, though vague references to “other notable persons” were not 
infrequent. In addition, specialists were consulted now and then. For 
example, some captains took part in the preparation of the army regu- 
lations issued in June, 1526, and financial officials helped prepare an 
ordonnance forbidding the export of gold in December, 1529.17 Records 
have usually survived only for assemblies held in conjunction with the 
Parlement of Paris, where the clerk of the court carefully noted who 
attended. Often these assemblies took the form of a lit de justice. 
Present would be the king, prelates, great nobles, bailiffs, members 
of the Parlement, and others in widely varying numbers. In his Recueil 
de rangs des grands de France, the clerk, Jean Du Tillet, listed more 
than twelve meetings during the reigns of Francis I and Henry II as 
examples, but on the whole there was a marked decline in the use of 
large consultative assemblies after the first few decades of the period.18 


The Estates and Treaties 


There were many interesting meetings concerned with foreign affairs 
and treaties. They began with a series of assemblies on the Concordat 
made with the pope in 1516. This treaty was to be ratified by the French 
church and the various courts of Parlement within six months, but it 
was unpopular because it gave the king effective control over important 
ecclesiastical appointments and made probable the revival of the 
annates abolished by the Pragmatic Sanction. With a degree of cau- 
tion, Francis approached the problem of ratification. Twice he had it 
approved by his council, with several ecclesiastics and members of the 
sovereign courts being present. Then on February 5, 1517, he appeared 
before the Parlement of Paris accompanied by several great nobles, 
important ecclesiastics, canons of Notre Dame, and representatives of 
the University of Paris to ask that the Concordat be registered by 
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Parlement and ratified by the clergy. After some speeches, the members 
of Parlement and the clergy separated to discuss their replies. When 
the two groups reassembled, the Cardinal of Boissy reported in the 
name of the ecclesiastics that the entire French church was interested 
in the Concordat and that it could be ratified only by a general assem- 
bly of the clergy. The king was angered, for he had hoped that this 
rump assembly would serve as the means of satisfying his agreement 
with the pope to get the consent of the clergy. The reply of the Parle- 
ment was noncommittal.'® 

On March 21 the matter was placed before a joint meeting of the 
deputies of the towns and the members of Parlement in the hope 
of rallying public opinion to the side of the new arrangement.?? On 
May 29 the king renewed his demands on the Parlement for ratifi- 
cation, but after much debate the court refused. For nearly a year the 
quarrel continued, until, at length, the Parlement abandoned its stand 
before the threat of the king to reduce its jurisdiction by creating a 
new court at Orléans. Immediately after his victory, Francis took 
steps to secure ratification by the provincial courts.2 The University 
of Paris continued to resist for a,short time, but eventually it too was 
silenced, and the Concordat of 1516 became one of the principal decrees 
which regulated the French church.” The consultative traditions of 
the monarchy had been violated, not so much by the enforced regis- 
tration of the Parlement—for here the king was clearly within his con- 
stitutional rights—but by the failure to get the consent of all the 
French clergy as had been agreed with the pope. Francis’ action was 
undoubtedly caused by the belief that the Gallican Church could not 
be persuaded to accept the proposed changes. The affair is of interest 
because it shows that in the ratification of treaties, the Parlement and 
the other institutions consulted were no mere rubber stamps, even 
though they were eventually persuaded to accede to the royal desires. 

Francis encountered little difficulty in the ratification of the other 
treaties he made during the first decade of his reign. The rank and 
number of the guarantors varied considerably. In the treaties of Paris 
in March, 1515, and Noyon in August, 1516, with the future emperor, 
Charles V, the great nobles and twelve towns were to promise their 
support, and the agreements were to be enregistered by the Parlement 
of Paris and the Chambre des comptes.”* Two letters sent by Francis I 
on December 20, 1516, to the town of Bayonne provide an excellent 
indication of what was expected of an individual or community chosen 
to swear to support a treaty. The first letter was general in nature and 
explained the treaties. The second stipulated that in event Francis 
broke the treaty, Bayonne was to furnish him no assistance, but instead 
was to support Charles notwithstanding the oaths of fidelity taken to 
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the French crown. On January 8, 1517, Bayonne made the required 
pledge.** 

The five-year period following the capture of Francis in February, 
1525, at the battle of Pavia was marked by several large assemblies 
and some interesting examples of how and why the estates and towns 
were asked to ratify treaties. 

The queen mother and regent, Louise of Savoy, found herself in a 
difficult position when the news of the capture of the king reached 
France early in March. Public opinion had never been enthusiastic 
about the Italian Wars, nor was the young king popular. His extrava- 
gances and lack of prudence had won him few friends among the 
people. His arbitrary action in regard to the Concordat and his efforts 
to curtail the expansion of the role of the Parlement of Paris in the 
government had cost him some support among the clergy and jurists. A 
reaction was sure to set in because he had become a captive and his 
policy, a failure. This situation was not helped by the strong feeling 
that a woman should not rule.” 

Louise of Savoy was quick to recognize the weakness of her position 
and took measures to enlarge the council to include fifteen or sixteen 
great nobles and prelates, members of the Parlements of Paris, Rouen, 
and Bordeaux, and several representatives of the town of Paris. This 
council was sometimes referred to in contemporary documents as the 
estates of Lyon, but only in the broadest sense did it contain representa- 
tive elements, the deputies from Paris being present only for a short 
time. What the regent had really done was to associate her government 
with men like the Duke of Vendéme. Such men were in strong positions 
to challenge her authority. One of the most striking aspects of Francis’ 
year in captivity was the loyalty of the great nobles.?® 

The Parlement of Paris was more willing to take advantage of the 
situation, and although the majority of its members were loyal to the 
regent, the court sought to expand its prerogatives into the political 
sphere. Early in March, it delegated eight of its number to meet with 
members of the Chambre des comptes and leading ecclesiastics and 
officials of the town of Paris to prepare the defense of the city and the 
provinces to the north. Near the end of July, these meetings came to 
an end largely because of jealousy between the component parts. At 
first, Louise of Savoy encouraged the activities of the Parlement, but 
during the spring and summer of 1525 the court expanded its activities 
into military and financial spheres and sought mild political reforms. 
At length, the regent was forced to try to limit these usurpations of 
authority." 

During this period there was some talk of convoking the Estates 
General. The matter came up in the Parlement on March 235 butjat 
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was decided not to press for a meeting at that time.”* Louise of Savoy 
was definitely opposed to the idea because the three estates had in 
times past claimed the right to name the council during a regency. It 
seemed to her that those who sought a meeting of the Estates General 
could only desire her removal, and on October 8 she reproached a 
member of the Parlement saying that several councilors of that court 
wanted to see the estates of the kingdom assembled to diminish her 
authority. This charge the Parlement steadfastly denied.”® 

The unfavorable attitude of Louise of Savoy towards convoking the 
Estates General should not be interpreted as a general policy of the 
monarchy; it only meant that she did not feel the moment was oppor- 
tune. A decade earlier, when Francis had named her regent during 
his first Italian campaign, he had issued two orders defining her powers. 
In the first, dated July 15, 1515, he had included a vague statement 
that she could do whatever was necessary for the good of the kingdom. 
This phrase he clarified that same day in the second order giving her 
authority to make ordonnances and “to assemble . . . the people of 
the estates of our kingdom. . . .” °° When he again named her as regent 
on August 12, 1523, he gave her the power to summon the members of 
the sovereign courts, other crown officials ‘and likewise the mayors, 
échevins, councilors, bourgeois, men, and inhabitants of the towns of 
our kingdom, and our other subjects . . . in order to have their council 
and advice. . . .” ®! Later in the same document and with almost the 
same phraseology as in 1515, the queen mother was given authority to 
convoke “the people of the estates of our kingdom. . . .’ 32 Would 
Francis have authorized his mother to hold meetings of the estates if 
he had feared these assemblies? Would not the easiest way to protect 
her from such demands have been specifically to deny her this right? 
Vet in 1515 in order that there be no uncertainty in his first declaration 
of her powers, he had issued a second statement specifically giving her 
the authority to consult the estates. No less a person than Chancellor 
Duprat advocated assembling the three estates when news of the disas- 
ter at Pavia reached the court. Later, Francis was made so desperate 
by the demands of the emperor that he issued a letter from captivity 
ordering that his eldest son be crowned king and that his mother act as 
his regent. To inform the people of these changes, he further directed 
that the three estates be assembled.” 

Additional information on the attitude of the government is supplied 
by the negotiations and ratification of treaties. The defeat at Pavia 
made it necessary for France to seek allies, and negotiations with Eng- 
land to this end were terminated with the Treaty of Moore in August. 
This treaty involved the payment by France of nearly 4,000,000 livres 
over a period of years, but in return it brought peace with England 
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and the entrance of England into a defensive alliance against the em- 
peror. The English, naturally enough, wanted every assurance that they 
would be paid, and from the beginning there was difficulty on this score. 
Did the regent have the authority to negotiate a treaty that would bind 
her son after he had regained his freedom? The answer was in doubt, 
and Cardinal Wolsey determined to tie as much of the French popula- 
tion to the agreement as possible. In addition to securing a promise 
that Francis would ratify the treaty on his release, the Cardinal in- 
sisted that the regent, certain of the great nobles, and some towns 
guarantee the payments, and that the various courts of Parlement and 
the estates of the kingdom undertake to support the arrangement. 

Louise of Savoy was opposed to the estates being asked to give 
guarantees because she anticipated difficulty in getting them to ratify 
a treaty involving heavy payments to a foreign prince, and hence 
causing further taxation. At length, it was agreed that only the estates 
of Normandy and Languedoc would give approval, and the regent 
turned to the question of securing the required ratifications, a task 
which was supposed to be completed within three months.** 

The great nobles saw the advantage of buying English friendship 
rather than running the risk of a joint invasion by Henry VIII and 
Charles V. Without argument they approved the treaty and guaranteed 
that the payments would be made. The estates of Languedoc at first 
refused to comply, but quickly reversed itself when the necessity for 
the treaty was recognized. The Parlement of Paris fought the arrange- 
ment for a long time, but at length agreed “to read, publish, register, 
and approve” the treaty, and the provincial Parlements also agreed, 
although several failed to meet the three-month deadline. Four of the 
towns gave their pledges with little or no persuasion, but the other 
five—Paris, Orléans, Tours, Rouen, and Bordeaux—refused to do SO, 
and they were followed by the estates of Normandy. The towns ob- 
jected to the large payments. Normandy argued that since the treaty 
concerned everyone, it should be approved by the estates of the king- 
dom. This opposition made it necessary for the regent to ask the English 
for additional time and for a modification of the type of guarantee 
demanded of the towns. These concessions were granted, and they were 
sufficient to bring the recalcitrant municipalities into line. The regent 
decided against approaching the estates of Normandy again on the 
subject, but the return of Francis to France and his acceptance of the 
treaty were enough to satisfy the English.*® 

The negotiations for Francis’ release offer another interesting ex- 
ample of the role of the people in foreign affairs. In March, 1525, 
Charles V demanded the return of Burgundian territories taken by 
France in 1482, the surrender of French claims in Italy, and other 
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concessions. He insisted that these terms be ratified and approved by 
the French estates, the Parlement of Paris, four provincial Parlements, 
the various Chambres des comptes, and the members of the council.*® 
Francis replied in April. He balked especially at the surrender of 
Burgundy on the grounds that it was allied to the crown of France, 
and stated that ratification by the estates, the Parlements, and the 
Chambres des comptes was impossible unless the terms of the treaty 
were modified.*” Whether Francis’ refusal to secure the ratification of 
the treaty in the desired manner was based on his belief that the estates 
would not consent to the dismemberment of the kingdom as he said, 
or whether his attitude resulted from a desire to use the estates as an 
excuse not to make major concessions, cannot be determined; but he 
was not motivated by fear of consulting the assemblies because he 
made counter proposals that included winning the approval of the 
Parlement of Paris and the estates of France.*® 

By December, 1525, Francis was desperate enough to move a long 
way toward meeting the territorial demands of the emperor and ex- 
pressed his willingness to see the treaty ratified by the courts of Parle- 
ment and the three estates of France.*® The final terms of the Treaty 
of Madrid of January, 1526, provided for freeing the king in return 
for the surrender of two of his sons and twelve great nobles as hostages. 
These hostages were to be returned as soon as Burgundy had been de- 
livered to Spain; the Estates General had promised the perpetual ob- 
servance of the treaty; and the various courts of Parlement and the 
Chambre des comptes of Paris had registered it.*° 

How soon after his release Francis and his advisors resolved not to 
honor their treaty obligations is difficult to say, but this decision was 
made public in a meeting of the council at Cognac-in May. The prob- 
lem then was how to justify this action before European public opinion 
and how to effect the return of the royal hostages. To accomplish the 
first, the belief that a subject should-not be transferred from one ruler 
to another ruler without his consent and the doctrine that the domain 
was inalienable were brought into play. In June the estates of Burgundy 
and Auxonne were asked to choose between a Habsburg and Valois 
lord. With little persuasion, the estates of both localities expressed a 
preference for the Valois, and the young king did not hesitate to use the 
desires of his subjects as justification for keeping these lands in spite 
of his pledges to the contrary.** 

Having decided to refuse to surrender Burgundy and other territories 
because of the desires of the inhabitants, it remained for Francis to 
effect the release of his two sons and the other hostages. This task was 
commenced by trying to strengthen the country through a system of 
alliances in which England played a key role. Then negotiations were 
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begun to ransom the princes. As Charles V slowly came to realize that 
he could not get Burgundy, he became more willing to accept financial 
payment in compensation. This meant that Francis had to prepare his 
subjects for new sacrifices.” 

On December 16, 1527, the king assembled at Paris twenty-three 
archbishops and bishops, about twelve great nobles, some bailiffs, 
seneschals, and the members of his household, sixteen presidents and 
councilors of the provincial Parlements, members of the Parlement of 
Paris, and the provost of the merchants and four échevins of that city; 
in all there were some two hundred persons. After the chancellor had 
made a few introductory remarks, the king took the floor and pointed 
out that he needed the aid and advice of his loyal subjects on some 
very important matters. He justified his previous policies in a manner 
that did little credit to his honesty. The blame for the Italian War 
and his defeat he placed on others. He himself had always worked for 
peace. The Treaty of Madrid for his release had been the doing of his 
mother and the French ambassadors. He, on the contrary, had prepared 
an edict in captivity ordering that his eldest son be crowned, for he 
would have preferred to remain a prisoner than to surrender Burgundy. 
With rather specious arguments he sought to excuse himself for accept- 
ing the treaty when in the hands of the Spanish and then refusing to 
ratify it on his release. Recently, he continued, the king of England had 
joined him in sending ambassadors to the emperor offering peace and 
4,000,000 livres, of which 2,400,000 livres were to ransom the royal 
children. If the emperor refused this offer, which seemed unlikely, the 
money would be needed anyway for war. The royal treasury was, of 
course, in no position to meet either of the contingencies. Having pre- 
sented this obvious hint that financial assistance was needed, Francis 
offered to return to captivity to secure the release of the two princes; 
that is, if those present found it impossible to recommend that extraor- 
dinary taxes be levied. 

When he finished, he directed the clergy, nobility, members of the 
Parlement, and the town of Paris to deliberate apart to determine what 
advice to offer him in his difficulty. The clergy met that same day. The 
judicial officials and the town of Paris deliberated on the seventeenth 
and eighteenth. Nothing is known of the activities of the nobility.*? 

The estates assembled together again on the twentieth to give their 
replies. The Cardinal of Bourbon, speaking for the first estate, favored 
ransoming the two princes and offered 1,300,000 livres to be divided 
among the clergy in provincial assemblies of that order. In return, the 
king was asked to succor the pope who was then a captive of the 
emperor, to stamp out Lutheranism, and to maintain the liberties and 
rights of the Gallican Church. The Duke of Vendome offered the king 
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the goods and lives of the nobles who were present and he expressed 
the hope that those of the second estate who had not been summoned 
would do likewise. To secure their consent he recommended that as- 
semblies be held in the bailiwicks and seneschalsies. President de Selve 
spoke for the Parlements. His address was in two parts. First he de- 
clared that the Treaty of Madrid was null and that the duchy of 
Burgundy, as the first peerage of France, could not be alienated. 
Secondly, he recommended that the king levy a tax of 4,000,000 livres 
on the nobility, clergy, free towns, and the people of the kingdom to 
ransom his children. The members of the Parlements would contribute 
with their lives and their goods. Neither proposal came as a surprise, 
for the court at Paris had issued a decree two days before exonerating 
the king for breaking his oath and recommending that the tax be 
divided between the various orders of the kingdom by five or six 
prelates, some nobles, and “those of the sovereign courts.” The provost 
of the merchants, speaking for the town of Paris, also offered to pay 
part of the ransom.** 

When they had finished, the king thanked those present for their 
friendship and fidelity. He did not ask money for himself, but for 
the kingdom. He granted the three requests of the clergy. To the nobil- 
ity he pointed out that he himself was but a gentleman and he promised 
to protect and observe their privileges. To the town of Paris he likewise 
rendered his thanks, and the meeting came to an end.* 

The nature of this assembly is difficult to determine. Far more 
notables were present than in the usual lit de justice, but the king made 
a special point of indicating that the meeting took place in the chamber 
where the lit de justice was held and that it was not organized as the 
estates.*® It seems useless to assign the name of any particular institu- 
tion to the meeting; the king could summon whom he pleased to give 
advice, and this was the group he had chosen. The towns, other than 
Paris, were probably omitted because they had shown so little en- 
thusiasm when consulted in regard to the Treaty of Moore. The capital 
had since been chastised for its bad behavior and then could be safely 
admitted to give the municipalities a spokesman. The presence of the 
Parlements was dictated by Francis’ desire to secure legal justification 
for his conduct. He took his profession of knighthood seriously and 
was deeply embarrassed by the questionable position in which the 
failure to ratify the Treaty of Madrid had placed his honor. The upper 
clergy and nobility had proved their loyalty during the regency. He 
did not fear their advice. The one thing Francis did not want was for 
someone to recommend that he carry out the Treaty of Madrid or 
return to captivity. He had chosen his assembly accordingly. 

The emperor refused to accept the offer to ransom the two princes; 
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war continued and the French were again defeated. At length the Turk- 
ish threat at Vienna led Charles V to relinquish his demands for 
Burgundy in return for the proffered ransom, and with these changes 
in the Treaty of Madrid he consented to make peace at Cambrai in 
August, 1529. The two treaties were to be ratified and approved by the 
provincial estates and registered by all the Parlements and by the 
Chambre des comptes at Paris before the hostages were delivered.*’ 
This time the French proceeded with the ratification; during the fall 
and winter of 1529 and 1530 the three estates of Normandy and 
Languedoc and of at least thirty-five bailiwicks and seneschalsies as- 
sembled and swore to observe and maintain perpetually the treaties.** 

Ratification of the treaties brought forward the question of money 
to pay the ransom. The government began to work towards solving 
this problem even before the assembly of December, 1527, but stringent 
measures had to be taken in the last of 1529 and early in 1530 to get 
the necessary sum. Where there were provincial estates, they were 
summoned to consent to taxes during these trying years. The clergy 
usually voted its share of the ransom money in provincial or diocesan 
assemblies. The nobles argued that they owed only military service in 
spite of the generous offer the Duke of Venddme had made in their 
name.*® At length the second estate in the Ile-de-France was summoned 
to meet at Paris on September 28, 1529, to hear a royal plea for as- 
sistance. Francis pointed out that on his return from captivity he had 
summoned the princes, great seigneurs, prelates, and principal towns of 
the kingdom to explain his difficulties. They had promised to aid and 
succor him with all their power to free his children. He had turned 
first to the clergy and the towns, but now it was necessary to ask the 
nobility for assistance. They were accustomed, he admitted, to serve 
only with their persons, and he had always tried to spare them from 
the arriére-ban; but what he now asked would help preserve their own 
liberty. Certain evil men had dared spread the rumor that he wished to 
make gentlemen subject to the taille, but the charge was false. He 
would not do such a thing against himself for “I am a gentleman; it is 
the principal title I bear and the one I esteem the most. As a gentleman 
and your king, I speak to you as gentlemen. I pray you . . . to offer 
me such gifts and presents that will enable me to know the love and 
affection you bear me,” °° 

The nobles of the fe-de-France responded in the amount of one- 
tenth of the annual revenue of their fiefs and rear-fiefs. The victorious 
monarch now turned to the other provinces, hoping that this gift would 
become the national pattern. On October 5 letters were issued to the 
bailiffs to convoke all nobles and other persons holding fiefs and rear- 
fiefs from the crown. On the twenty-fifth and twenty-sixth the nobility 
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of Touraine met and decided to offer a “free gift”? similar to that 
granted by the Ile-de-France, and the nobility of other areas followed 
suit." The king had managed to extract money from the nobility, 
but he had done so only after two years of persuasion in both national 
and local assemblies. Ransoming a lord was among the most deep- 
rooted of the obligations of a vassal. Clearly Francis I was far from 
being able to dominate his nobility. 

The towns were also subjected to special levies. On February 26, 
1528, the king asked Paris for 200,000 livres. An assembly was held, 
and in spite of the generous offer made in December to ransom the 
two princes, it was decided to name a delegation to go to the king to 
ask for a reduction. The mission was successful, and the assessment 
was reduced to 150,000 livres, but the king requested that this favor 
be kept secret so that the other free towns would not ask for like con- 
sideration.” 

Well might the king plead for secrecy, but he did so in vain. When 
Lyon was asked to furnish 35,000 livres, the town protested against the 
size of the assessment and asked the king for a reduction of one-fourth 
“such as he had granted the town of Paris.” ** The royal commissioners 
asked Rouen for 75,000 livres on May 2, and the town dispatched a 
deputation to court to plead for a reduction. At Paris the deputies 
quickly learned that the capital city had won a 50,000 livres rebate, 
but when cornered on his return from Mass the king escaped making a 
similar commitment by referring them to his council. Here they were 
confronted by the chancellor, who said that the tax was just, that the 
king could make them pay without their consent but didn’t want to, 
and that everyone was contributing—he himself having been assessed 
for his house in Paris. The deputies held their ground before this tirade, 
stoutly maintaining that the sum was intolerable. There the matter 
remained for some months. The town refused to consent to the tax. 
The government refused to reduce it: Finally, in January, 1529, Rouen 
was prodded into making an offer of 30,000 livres, and deputies were 
again dispatched to the king. When this amount was refused, they 
raised the offer to 40,000 livres, and then finally to 50,000 livres when 
friends at court hinted that the king might be content with that amount. 
He was, and on September 8, 1529, the offer was approved. After nearly 
a year and a half of negotiations, Francis had finally obtained two- 
thirds of what he had asked. Some other towns were still more fortunate. 
Orléans won a reduction from 30,000 to 20,000 livres, Bourges from 
15,000 to 7,500 livres, and Beauvais from 12,000 to 4,000 livres.°* 

The history of this tax is very revealing. No request Francis ever 
made for financial assistance was more legitimate. The obligation to 
ransom a lord was steeped in tradition, and he had won acceptance of 
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the levy in an exceptionally large consultative assembly. Nevertheless, 
the consent of local assemblies of the clergy and nobility, interminable 
negotiations with the privileged towns, and reductions in the sums 
demanded, had been necessary. The chancellor had told the deputies of 
Rouen that the king could tax them without consent; this and similar 
remarks were undoubtedly overheard by the Venetian ambassadors 
who reported that the French ruler could levy what he pleased, but a 
glance at the archives shows how false their reports were. 

The next great treaty of the Habsburg-Valois Wars was signed at 
Crépy in September, 1544. As at Cambrai the terms called for ratifica- 
tion and approval by the provincial estates and for registration by all 
the Parlements and the Chambre des comptes at Paris.” In spite of 
similarity in the phraseology concerning the method of ratification in 
the two treaties, it seems probable that this time approval was given 
by the provincial estates as stipulated, rather than by the estates of the 
bailiwicks and seneschalsies. The agreement was ratified by the estates 
of Languedoc, Burgundy, Normandy, Picardy, and presumably other 
provinces.”® 

The final treaty in the long wars between the two dynasties was 
signed at Cateau-Cambrésis in April, 1559. This time the approval of 
the provincial estates was not required, only that of the Parlements and 
the Chambre des comptes was retained.” Did this omission mark the 
growth of absolutism and a decline in the popular, consultative nature 
of the Renaissance Monarchy? This is possible, but one suspects that 
estates were also dropped because European rulers had come to believe 
that their oaths to support and maintain treaties were useless. Time 
and again the estates had made these vows, sometimes even swearing 
to help the Habsburgs against their own king, but we do not know of 
a single instance of their doing anything when their king broke the 
treaty, as he invariably did. Philip II knew what his father had never 
learned, that a people can be as warlike and as dishonest as a king. It 
is true that registration by the Parlements and the Chambre des comptes 
had not prevented violation of treaties by French kings either, but 
registration was advisable for legal as well as diplomatic reasons and 
was therefore retained. 


The Growth of the Theory of Absolutism 


The decline of the number of assemblies and the failure to use the 
estates to ratify treaties was paralleled by a growth of absolutism in 
nolitical thought. The theorist par excellence of the earlier stages of the 
Renaissance Monarchy had been Claude de Seyssel. His La Grand’ 
Monarchie de France was written to instruct Francis I, who had reigned 
only four years when it was first published. Following the general pat- 
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tern of the medieval theory of kingship, he depicted the ruler as being 
limited by the religious life of the state, la justice, and la police. The 
religious check not only required the king to conform to the rules of 
the Catholic Church, but also bound him to adhere to the general 
principles of justice. La justice involved more specific limitations on 
the authority of the crown and empowered the courts to give redress 
when the king encroached on the rights of his subjects. La police in- 
cluded the fundamental laws governing the succession to the throne and 
the inalienability of the royal domain as well as the rights, privileges, 
and customs of the various social groups. The king, Seyssel admitted, 
could annul or change bad customs and laws, but one of his primary 
duties was to maintain those that were good. Taxes should be light, but 
for taxing he did not require popular consent. He also closely followed 
the practices of the early Renaissance Monarchs by insisting that rulers 
get advice before taking important action. In addition to the small, 
frequently consulted Conseil Ordinaire and Conseil Secret to handle 
ordinary affairs, he discussed the larger general councils which were of 
two types. The one, known as the Grand Conseil, consisted of the lead- 
ing clergymen, nobles, great officers of the crown, and members of the 
sovereign courts. The other, which he referred to as the Assemblée 
Casuelle, included, in addition, the deputies of the principal cities and 
towns of the kingdom. It would be inconvenient, he thought, to summon 
either of the general councils too often, and he relegated to them only 
matters of great consequence to the whole kingdom: the question of 
war or peace, the preparation of laws and ordonnances concerning 
justice and administration, and the like.*® 

However, during the two or three decades which preceded the out- 
break of the Wars of Religion, a new group of jurists headed by 
Grassaille, Rebuffi, and Chasseneuz began to advocate a theory of 
kingship that permitted some expansion of royal power. The checks of 
religion, /a justice, and fundamental law were maintained in a slightly 
altered form, but there was a marked tendency to give the king more 
authority to override customary law, and much less was said about the 
various types of consultative assemblies that Seyssel had treated in 
some detail, though, of course, the advisability of taking council was 
still insisted upon.”® 


The Survival of the Renaissance Monarchy 


The Renaissance Monarchy was threatened, but one must not exag- 
gerate the danger. The new developments in political theory had little 
immediate influence on the thinking of the average Frenchman. One 
strongly suspects that the jurist was read only by his fellow jurists. 
Neither nobles nor burghers were affected as their behavior in the Wars 
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of Religion was to prove. Nor was the decline in the use of the various 
types of national consultative assemblies paralleled by a fundamental 
change in all the other popular aspects of the government. The two 
reigns actually saw the development of diocesan assemblies of the 
clergy and the occasional use of provincial and even national clerical 
assemblies. The cause of the innovation was the need for the clergy’s 
consent to taxation. At first Francis asked the clergy for financial as- 
sistance about every third year, but between 1541 and 1558 royal de- 
mands were annual. The amounts involved were substantial. Henry I 
never asked for less than 4 décimes, or about 1,600,000 livres, except 
in 1550 when he contented himself with half that amount. Consent was 
most often given by diocese, a procedure that led this type of local as- 
sembly to flower at the very time the large consultative meetings be- 
came less frequent. Not until 1561 did the first estate get its assemblies 
organized on a national basis, but the idea had slowly developed dur- 
ing the preceding half century.” 

There was no comparable system of assemblies for the nobility during 
the period, because the kings were either unwilling or unable to get 
them to pay taxes. The only time they were assessed, and therefore 
assembled, was to free the royal hostages held by the emperor. For this 
purpose, as we have seen, both a national and many local assemblies 
of the nobility were held between 1527 and 1529. 

The declining use of the assemblies of the towns did not mean that 
the municipalities were cut off from the central government. Letters 
were frequently sent back and forth between officials at the capital and 
those in the towns. More significant was the constant flow of deputies 
from the towns to court. Hardly a year went by but that a municipal 
council had occasion to send someone to the king concerning the 
privileges of the town, to request that some restriction be removed, 
or to ask that a tax be reduced. 

Amiens can be used as an example. On March 6, 1539, the échevins 
heard the report of the town clerk who had been to the king at Fon- 
tainebleau on various affairs. On May 8 another official was paid for a 
visit to the king to prevent the transportation of wheat. On June 3 an 
Italian inspected a gun emplacement between a tower and one of the 
gates of the town on order of the crown. An anticipated royal visit was 
discussed, and plans were made to help the royal harbingers when they 
came looking for lodging. On July 3 it was once more necessary to pay 
deputies who had been to Paris on the business of the municipality. On 
September 18, it was the king who summoned representatives from the 
town to him about some matter. On October 23 an échevin and a com- 
panion who had been to court made their report. Among the privileges 
they had won was the right to levy a sales tax in the town for ten years 
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without assembling the people, a real triumph for the municipal 
oligarchy. On December 12 a deputy was dispatched to Paris to see 
about a case before the Parlement which concerned the town.” 

It made no difference whether Amiens sent deputies to assemblies 
with the other towns of France or the three estates of the kingdom. The 
representatives of Amiens were as likely to be heard by the king if they 
were dispatched when the échevins felt the need. More likely, indeed, 
for then they could get the undivided attention of the monarch. To 
suppose that only the three estates meeting together could get a reduc- 
tion in taxes is to misconstrue the nature of the Renaissance Monarchy. 
Actually when a town petitioned a king—even Francis I—and asked 
with good cause that a tax be removed or diminished, it was more than 
likely to receive a favorable reply. After all, it cost the king far less to 
reduce the taxes on a single town than on his entire kingdom. 

Another way in which the kings maintained contact with the towns- 
men, as well as their other subjects, was through travel. Rarely did one 
of the Valois stay more than a month or two in the same place. This 
itinerant life gave many of their subjects chances to see their king and 
perhaps to petition him. These wanderings gave the rulers personal 
knowledge of the condition of their kingdom and the problems of each 
locality, an advantage that the eighteenth century kings who shut 
themselves up at Versailles sadly lacked.” 

Then there were always the provincial assemblies. It is not necessary 
to prove that the three estates of Brittany, Normandy, Burgundy, Lan- 
guedoc, Dauphiné, Provence, and some smaller outlying provinces met 
regularly during these years, that they kept their right to consent to 
taxation, often reducing the amount requested, and that they performed 
many other services useful to themselves and to their king. It is true 
that a few historians of the estates have professed to see the decline of 
these institutions during the period of the Renaissance Monarchy, but 
we can only agree with Henri Prentout that they have offered no real 
evidence to substantiate their conclusions. Indeed, the period of the 
Italian Wars brought increased financial demands, and the provincial 
estates were summoned more often than before.*® 

One only criticizes Prentout for not going further. He failed to stress 
the development of the assemblies of the clergy and he failed to note 
the meetings composed primarily of the third estate. The thirteen towns 
of Basse-Auvergne met regularly to vote taxes during the sixteenth 
century. What happened between 1451, the date Antoine Thomas chose 
for the demise of the provincial estates, and the reign of Francis I, we 
can only guess, but the existence of the assemblies is beyond dispute." 
In Guyenne there was a representative institution composed primarily 
of the deputies of the third estate from eleven seneschalsies and nu- 
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merous local assemblies as well. The early history of these estates is not 
known, but they were flourishing in 1561 and were still functioning in 
1616. The conquest of Piedmont provides further evidence of how little 
the principles of the monarchy had changed, for Francis continued to 
summon its estates to vote taxes and to perform other duties. 

In spite of the continued vigor of the provincial estates, the decline 
in the use of national consultative assemblies would in the long run 
have led to significant changes in the nature of the Renaissance 
Monarchy had not other factors intervened. Just as the divorce ques- 
tion and the Protestant Reformation brought about a revival in the use 
of the English Parliament under Henry VIII, so military defeat, finan- 
cial exhaustion, and religious disunity led to the revival of the large 
assemblies in France. This revival began near the end of the reign of 
Henry II and offered the last great opportunity for the establishment 
of the Estates General prior to the Revolution. 


The Estates of 1558 


On August 10, 1557, the French were completely defeated by the 
Spanish at Saint-Quentin. The people of Paris and the Ile-de-France 
were panic stricken at the prospect of invasion, but Henry II acted 
with firmness. He recalled the Duke of Guise from Italy and planned 
to attack Calais.®® There was desperate need for money to pay an en- 
larged army; and in December the closed towns were asked for sub- 
stantial contributions, that of Rouen coming to no less than 45,604 
livres. The town complained that its inhabitants were too poor to meet 
the levy and elected three deputies to go to the king to ask to be 
exempted from the tax, or at least to be given a reduction. Amiens was 
asked for 15,000 livres, and the closed towns of the provostship of Paris 
for 100,000 livres. It was in this era of military preparations and fi- 
nancial demands that on December 15 Henry II ordered the towns to 
send their mayors to Paris on Christmas eve.” 

The letters of convocation sent to the towns said nothing about the 
purpose of the assembly except that those who came were to be in- 
formed about the nobility of the province; this indicated that the king 
was as interested in where to find troops as in how to pay them. An 
Italian ambassador suggested that the purpose of the meeting was to 
approve the marriage of the dauphin to Mary Stuart, but neither the 
letters of convocation nor the events of the assembly give support for 
this view.’ For some reason the king sent for the mayors of the towns 
instead of a specific number of elected deputies. This directive inhibited 
no one. The mayor of Amiens saw to it that he was instructed by an 
assembly just as if he had been freely chosen. Data elsewhere show that 
towns selected whom they pleased, as they had always done. Troyes 
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sent three deputies; Carcassonne, a simple bourgeois; Toulouse, a 
former capitoul; and Rouen probably had no specially elected proctors, 
but came to be represented by three deputies, who had already been 
sent to Paris to protest against the tax on the closed towns.” 

There is no evidence to suggest how many municipalities elected 
deputies, nor is there any way of knowing who else was summoned ex- 
cept from the incomplete list of those who attended.”* Five cardinals 
and thirty-three archbishops and bishops were present. Only a handful 
of nobles were named, but we are told that others attended in great 
numbers. They were reinforced by the presence of gentlemen from the 
household of the king and the Chevaliers of the Order. Members of the 
various sovereign courts of Paris and the first presidents of the pro- 
vincial Parlements also came. The fact that, in Burgundy at least, the 
president’s expenses were paid by the province suggests that in some 
way they were regarded as standing for the area as a whole. Certainly 
the meeting was considered to be an assembly of the estates by con- 
temporaries, and the presence of so many officials from the Parlements 
and the other sovereign courts even led the king to refer to it in De- 
cember, 1558, as a “general convocation of the four estates.” ™ 

Although the king had ordered the deputies to meet in Paris on 
Christmas eve, the formal opening of the assembly was delayed until 
January 5. Late arrivals may have been a factor in the postponement, 
but there must have been other causes as well. By January 1 sufficient 
representatives were present for an attempt to be made to hold the 
meeting on the following day.’” Meanwhile, the individual estates met 
separately to elect their orators and to discuss what to offer the king. 

On January 5 the deputies of the towns reported to the Sainte 
Chapelle at 7:00 a.m. where they were joined an hour later by the 
Cardinal of Lorraine and the Conseil privé. The procession then began 
to move toward the hall of Saint Louis in the palace of justice, only to 
be caught in a crowd of onlookers who pressed in so vigorously that 
even the assistance of the guard could not prevent the deputies from 
having to change their course. When, at length, they reached their 
destination, they found the other orders were already seated. 

The king spoke first. He pointed out that since his advent to the 
throne he had been forced to fight continually against England and the 
Habsburgs. To pay for the wars he had had to sell his domain and tax 
his subjects heavily. The time had come, he argued, to make a last 
great effort in the hope of bringing about a good peace. Since money 
was the sinew of war, he asked those present what assistance they could 
offer. 

The Cardinal of Lorraine made an hour’s speech in the name of the 
clergy in which he reported that they offered their lives and their goods. 
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The Duke of Nevers was more brief, but he stated that the nobility was 
willing to be equally generous. He was followed by the spokesmen for 
the royal officials and the towns who did likewise, though the latter did 
not hesitate to add that the people already suffered heavily from the 
war. Some recalcitrance on the part of the towns had evidently been 
expected, for immediately the keeper of the seals asked that the deputies 
from each town submit a list of complaints and promised that the king 
and his council would consider the suggested reforms before they de- 
parted. With this inducement to generosity the assembly came to an 
end. 

The glorious promises and fulsome flattery indulged in by the four 
orators should be taken no more seriously than the offers to pay the 
ransom of Francis I in 1527. The basic problem of who was to con- 
tribute, and how much, was decided later behind the scene of negotia- 
tions. The plans of the government were unfolded on January 8 when 
the Cardinal of Lorraine summoned the deputies of the towns to ap- 
pear before him at the #étel of the Cardinal of Sens. He reported that 
the purpose of the assembly was to raise 6,900,000 livres and that it 
had been decided to do so by finding 3,000 persons to loan 2,300 livres 
each. The clergy had offered to furnish 1,000 contributors, and the 
towns were asked to name the other 2,000. In return, interest at a rate 
of 8% per cent was promised. To mitigate the effect of this request, the 
cardinal expressed the king’s desire to see a reduction of the taille and 
of the tax on commodities. As a further concession, he suggested that 
they attach their cahiers to the roll of donors when they were submitted. 
The crown asked nothing better than to make a gesture towards the 
redress of grievances in return for money. Evidently the nobility and 
royal officials had decided to contribute nothing in spite of the generous 
promises their spokesmen had made in the full assembly a few days 
earlier. The two strongest elements of sixteenth century society were to 
escape once more, thereby throwing the entire burden on the weaker 
clergy and bourgeoisie. 

When the deputies left the étel de Sens, they discussed the demands 
of the cardinal and reached the conclusion that no roll of lenders should 
be submitted because they had no way of knowing the capacity of 
various individuals to pay. They reported their conclusions to the 
cardinal, who submitted the matter to the Conseil privé. That body at 
length decided to direct each town to raise a certain sum, and that if 
there were not enough persons who could loan 2,300 livres, two donors 
at 1,150 livres each would be accepted instead. 

What the reaction of the deputies of the towns would have been to 
this suggestion will never be known, for during the afternoon of January 
9 news reached Paris that the Duke of Guise had taken Calais. The last 
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English stronghold in France had fallen, and the royal policy of making 
a final great effort to win a good peace was vindicated. Amidst a burst 
of enthusiasm the king, queen, and court heard Mass at Sainte Chapelle, 
the clergy offered a gift of 2,300,000 livres in addition to the regular 
décimes, and the towns proffered 4,600,000 livres. On the fifteenth, the 
king appeared before the estates and Parlement to publish several 
edicts. Action on the petitions of the estates was postponed, and Henry 
departed for Calais. A month later he abolished many of the restrictions 
on foreign trade, but most of the requests of the estates were never 
acted upon.” 

The nobility and royal officials had offered nothing, and it is likely 
that the reckless generosity of the third estate on the tenth was short 
lived. Even the crown recognized that their offer of a gift of 4,600,000 
livres was in reality only the acceptance of an obligation to loan that 
amount. By January 14 the councilors of Troyes were deliberating on 
the loan of 36,000 livres requested from their town. Someone proposed 
dividing the amount among three hundred persons, but the motion was 
defeated. There were complaints about the heavy burden already im- 
posed on them as one of the closed towns that had been asked to help 
support the enlarged army, and arguments were heard that the simple 
merchant did not have 200 or 300 livres left. Finally, it was decided to 
raise the money by surrendering gold and silver plate and jewels. In 
return, the king promised to pay 3,000 livres per year interest, that is 
the 84% per cent he had originally proposed.” 

There were signs that the Estates General of 1558 was not to be an 
isolated assembly, and that the consultative nature of the Renaissance 
Monarchy was to be restored to its primitive vigor at the national level. 
The financial predicament of the crown was unsolved, the Protestant 
movement was becoming politically dangerous with a sudden increase 
in noble converts, a rapid rise in prices was leading to economic unrest, 
and the desire of the vocal elements of the population to return to the 
former system of government was reflected by new editions of Claude 
de Seyssel’s, La Grand’ Monarchie in 1557 and in 1558, the first since 
1541. Only a strong effort by the crown to enlist popular support could 
save the kingdom from civil war. This situation led to a second flower- 
ing of representative institutions that will be the subject of a later study. 


-~Al * 
' 
dar 
3 
14 
# 
pa 
i 
\ 
f 
i 
i 
| 
; ° 
ivi 


2a na tn 
agg ait: é 
7 
» awe |! 
Dei i 
i be 4} liv 
re » 
| i 
Vid 
bg F 
milk ie 
i] iver 
a) 
sf 
oY 
“eae 
= 


’ 





Reference °Matter 








Date 


May, 1421 

Jan., 1423 

Aug., 1423 
Mar., 1424 
Oct., 1424 
Nov., 1424 
Mar., 1425 
May, 1425 

Oct., 1425 
Nov., 1426 
Dec., 1426 
Apr., 1428 
21428 

Sept., 1428 
Mar.—Apr., 1431 
Nov., 1431 
June-July, 1432 
Sept.—Oct., 1433 
Aug., 1434 

Jan., 1435 

Apr., 1435 

Apr., 1435 

Feb., 1436 
Oct.—Nov., 1439 
Feb.—Aug., 1440 
Apr., 1444 
June, 1448 
Dec., 1463—Jan., 1464 
Jan., 1464 


APPENDIX 


Assemblies of She Estates General and 
the Estates of Languedoil, 1421-1615 


Location 


Clermont in Auvergne 
Bourges 
Selles 

Selles 
Poitiers 
Riom 
Chinon 
Montleul 
Poitiers 
Mehun-sur-Yévre 
Montlucon 
Chinon 

? 

Chinon 
Poitiers 
Amboise 
Amboise 
Tours 

Tours 
Poitiers 
Tssoudun 
Tours 
Poitiers 
Orléans 
Bourges 
Tours 

Tours 
Montferrand 
Tours 


? Type of assembly unknown or in doubt. 
1 There may not have been an assembly. 
2 The king never met with the assembled deputies. 
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Type of Meeting 


- Estates General 


Estates of Languedoil 

Estates of Languedoil 

Estates General ? 

Estates of western Languedoil 
Estates of eastern Languedoil 
? 


? 


Estates General ? 

Estates of western Languedoil 
Estates of eastern Languedoil 
Estates of western Languedoil 
Estates of eastern Languedoil 1 
Estates General 

Estates of Languedoil ? 
Estates of Languedoil ? 

? 


Estates of Languedoil 

Estates of Languedoil 

Estates of western Languedoil 
Estates of eastern Languedoil 1 
? 

Estates of Languedoil 

Estates General ? 


Estates General ? 
2 


? 
Estates of eastern Languedoil 
Estates of western Languedoil 
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Date 


Apr., 1468 

Jan.—Mar., 1484 

May, 1506 

Jan., 1558 

Dec., 1560—Jan., 1561 
Aug., 1561 

July—Aug., 1575 

Dec., 1576—Mar., 1577 
Oct., 1588—Jan., 1589 
Jan.—Aug., 1593 

Nov., 1596—Jan., 1597 
Oct., 1614—Mar., 1615 


* Election by bailiwick. 


Location 


Tours 
Tours 
Tours 
Paris 
Orléans 
Pontoise 
Paris 
Blois 
Blois 
Paris 
Rouen 
Paris 


Appendix 


Type of Meeting 
Estates General 
Estates General * 
Estates General ** 
Estates General ** 
Estates General * 
Estates General * 3 
Estates General ** 
Estates General * 
Estates General * 
Estates General * 4 
Estates General ** 
Estates General * 5 


** Restricted assembly: Only a limited number of clergymen, noblemen, and 
deputies of the towns were summoned. 
3 The deputies elected by the bailiwicks went to assemblies of the governments 


where in turn deputies were elected to the Estates General. 


4 This assembly was convoked by the Duke of Mayenne, not the king. He ordered 
the estates to meet in 1590, 1591, and 1592, but postponed them each time. Some 
bailiwicks held electoral assemblies for these earlier meetings. 

5 This was the last meeting of the Estates General before the Revolution. The 
assemblies of Rouen in 1617 and Paris in 1626-1627 did not contain representa- 
tive elements. The Estates General was convoked in 1649 and 1651, but both meet- 
ings were canceled. Elections, however, were held in many provinces and bailiwicks. 


BEC 


BN, MS. fr. 


BN, MS. n. a. fr. 


BR 


GDE 
Dumont 


FGC 


AL 
IAC 
IAD 


Tsambert 


Masselin 


Mayer 
RCG 


ABBREVIATIONS 


Archives Communales 

Archives Départementales 

Archives Nationales 

Bibliothéque de l’Ecole des Chartes 

Procés-verbaux des Etats généraux de 1593. CDI, ed. 
Auguste-J. Bernard (Paris, 1842) 

Bibliothéque Municipale 

Bibliotheque’ Nationale 

Bibliotheque Nationale, Manuscrits francais 

Bibliotheque Nationale, Manuscrits nouvelles acquisi- 
tions francaises 

Charles-A. Bourdot de Richebourg, Nouveau Coutumier 
général (Paris, 1724), 4 vols. 

Collection de documents inédits sur V histoire de France 

Corps universel diplomatique du droit des gens ..., 
ed. Jean Dumont (Amsterdam, 1726-31), 8 vols. 

Forme générale et particuliére de la convocation et de la 
tenue des assemblées nationales ou Etats généraux de 
France, eds, Lalourcé and Duval (Paris, 1789), 3 vols. 

Claude de Vic and Jean Vaissete, Histoire générale de 
Languedoc (Toulouse, 1874-1905), 16 vols. 

Inventaire sommaire des archives communales antéri- 
eures @ 1790 

Inventaire sommaire des archives 
antérieures a 1790 

Recueil général des anciennes lois francaises depuis Van 
420 jusqu’a la révolution de 1789, eds. Francois-A. 
Isambert and others (Paris, 1821-33), 29 vols. 

Jehan Masselin, Journal des Etats généraux de France 
tenus @ Tours en 1484. CDI, ed. A. Bernier (Paris, 
1835) 

Des Etats généraux et les autres assemblées nationales, 
ed. Charles J. Mayer (Paris, 1788-89), 18 vols. 

Recueil des cahiers généraux des trois ordres aux Etats 
généraux, eds. Lalourcé and Duval (Paris, 1789), 4 
vols, 


départementales 
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RPO Recueil de piéces originales et authentiques, concernant 
la tenue des Etats généraux, eds. Lalourcé and Duval 
(Paris, 1789), 9 vols. 

SHF Société de Vhistoire de France 

Thierry Recueil des monuments inédits de Vhistoire du tiers 
état. CDI, ed. Jacques Augustin Thierry (Paris, 
1853-70), 4 vols. 
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Abbeville, 123 

Agen, 54 

Agenais, estates of, 44 

Agincourt, battle of, 21 

Aides: renounced in 1418, 22; voted by Es- 
tates General or estates of Languedoil but 
rejected by provincial estates, 27, 31-32, 
38, 40-41; collected without consent, 32, 
40-41; Louis XI tries to abolish, 50-51; 
mentioned, 34, 39, 42, 44, 54, 97, 101, 118 

Aix: Parlement at, 5; Chambre des comptes 
at, 6 

Alain le Grand. See Albret, Alain le Grand, 
Sire of 

Albi, 25, 67 

Albi, Bishop of. See Amboise, Louis d’ 

Albret, Alain le Grand, Sire of, 63, 64, 76, 
81, 83, 90, 113, 165n17 

Albret, Charles II, Sire of, 58 

Alengon, 107 

Alengon, Jean II, Duke of, 48 

Alencon, René II, Duke of, 76, 92, 93, 
168n63 

Alexander VI, Pope, 74 

Amboise, 47, 53, 61, 62, 71, 109, 118 

Amboise, Georges d’, Bishop of Montauban, 
later Cardinal of, 63, 122, 124 

Amboise, Louis d’, Bishop of Albi, 63, 65, 86 

Amiens: town of, 9, 12, 110, 114, 121, 123, 
142-43, 144; estates of, 66-67; bailiwick 
of, 104 

Angers, 119, 121, 172n25 

Angouléme: estates of, 22; town of, 123 

Angouléme, Charles, Count of, 62, 76, 88, 
121, 168n63 

Angouléme, Francis, Count of. See Francis I 

Anjou, 79, 99 

Annates, 130 

Aquitaine, deputies of, 74, 84, 90, 91 

Aragon, 18 

Armagnac: estates of, 44; house of, 83; 
county of, 112 

Armagnac, Charles, Count of, 64, 79, 93-94, 
97, 169ns97, 98, 170n144 
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Armagnac, Jean IV, Count of, 33 

Armagnac, Jean V, Count of, 51, 58 

Army: size and control of, 9-10; expanded 
by Louis XI, 51; reduced in 1483, 52; 
debated in Estates General of 1484, 77, 
96-97, 99, 109. See also Compagnies 
d’ordonnance and Lances 

Arras, Peace of (1435), 47; Treaty of 
(1482), 58, 68, 79, 97, 121; town of, 75 

Artois, 58, 103 

Assemblies: consultative, 47-49, 52-53, 117— 
20, 127-41 passim. See also Clergy, Es- 
tates General, Estates and treaties, No- 
bility, Towns 

Asti, 122 

Auvergne: estates of, 22, 26, 36, 37, 39, 
158-59n15, 159n32; deputies of, 28; men- 
tioned, 28, 31, 41-42, 90 

Auvergne, Bas-, estates of, 40, 143 

Auvergne, Haut-, 11 

Auxerre, estates of, 19 

Auxonne, estates of, 135 

Avignon, 7 

Aydie, Odet d’. See Comminges, Count of 


Bar, 80 

Bar, Jean and Pion de, 11 

Barcelona, Treaty of (1493), 121 

Barrillon, Jean, 127, 129, 130 

Bar-sur-Seine, estates of, 19 

Bayonne, 128, 130, 131-32 

Bazadois, estates of, 44 

Béarn: estates of, 19; mentioned, 8 

Beaucaire and Nimes, seneschal of, 114 

Beaudricourt, Jean de, 63, 64 

Beaujeu, Pierre and Anne de: characters, 
60-61, 64, 170n144; actions after death 
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Estates General of 1484, 65-112 passim, 
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General of 1484, 113-14, 117, 121 

Beaujolais, 28 

Beauvais, 139 
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Berry: estates of, 43; mentioned, 27, 28, 90 

Beziers, 32 

Bidache, 7 

Bigorre, estates of, 19 

Bilhéres-Lagraulas, Jean de. See Lombez, 
Bishop of 

Blanche of Castile, 60 

Blois, 34, 54, 66, 69, 71, 120 

Boissy, Cardinal of, 131 

Boissy, Seigneur of, 85, 86 

Bordeaux, Parlement of, 5, 124, 132; town 
of, 110, 134 

Bordelais, estates of, 44 

Bouillon, duchy of, 7 

Boulonnais, 103 

Bourbon, Charles III, Duke of, 126 

Bourbon, Charles, Cardinal of, 106, 113 

Bourbon, Gabrielle de, 113 

Bourbon, Jean II, Duke of: Estates Gen- 
eral of 1468, 55; character, 60-61; role 
after death of Louis XI, 63-64; Estates 
General of 1484, 65, 66, 69, 76, 81-106 
passim, 112, 113 

Bourbon, Louis, Cardinal of, 136 

Bourbon, Pierre, Duke of. See Beaujeu, 
Pierre de 

Bourbonnais, 28, 69, 90 

Bourgeoisie: influence overemphasized, 10— 
12. See also Towns 

Bourges: town of, 5, 22, 26, 27, 28, 37, 48, 
139; Pragmatic Sanction of, 47-48, 77, 
106, 120, 128. See also Estates General of 

Brachet, Mathurin. See Le Blanc 

Breton War, 117, 118 

Brette, Armand, 7-8 

Brézé, Jacques de, 63, 84 

Bricot, Thomas, 123, 124 

Brittany: Parlement of, 6; deputies of, 55; 
duchy of, 121, 122, 124, 125; estates of, 
127, 143 

Brittany, Anne, Duchess of, and Queen of 
France, 4, 122 

Brittany, Francis II, Duke of, 54, 56, 57, 58, 
68, 74, 82, 113, 114, 120 

Brittany, Jean II, Duke of, 33, 47 

Burckhardt, Jacob, 3 

Burgundy: dukes of, 4, 11, 17-18, 19, 21, 
22, 79; estates of, 19, 45, 58, 67, 115-16, 
135, 140, 143; deputies of, 55, 69-70, 74, 
75, 82, 84, 89-90, 92, 95, 101, 115-16; 
mentioned, 5, 40, 58, 71, 99, 135-38 passim 

Burgundy, Charles the Bold, Duke of, 14, 
53, 54, 57, 80 

Burgundy, Philip the Good, Duke of, 32, 
33, 37, 46, 47, 51, 69, 72, 99, 101, 157n40 


Caen, 107, 108 

Calais, 33, 144, 146, 147 

Cambrai, Treaty of (1529), 138-40 
Carcassonne, 26, 27, 145 

Carnegie, Andrew, 11 

Castile, 18 

Catalonia, 18 

Cateau-Cambrésis, Treaty of (1559), 140 
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Caux, 107, 108 

Cerdagne, 99 

Chalon, Bishop of, 95 

ChAlons-sur-Marne, 54 

Chambre des comptes: decentralized, 6, 39; 
ratifies treaties, 121, 131, 135; mentioned, 
5 Utes, 58 

Chambre du trésor, 6 

Champagne: estates of, 51; mentioned, 43, 
74, 83, 91, 129 

Charles V, 24, 25, 55, 57, 89 

Charles VI, 21, 26, 46, 89 

Charles VII: preference for centralized insti- 
tutions, 5, 22, 25, 30, 38; acceptance of 
decentralization, 5-6, 25, 38-39; organizes 
army, 9, 33-34, 41-42, 43, 48; character, 
21; use of Estates General, 22, 24-34, 45- 
48; abandons Estates General, 34-39; use 
of provincial estates, 39-45 ; mentioned, 3, 
11, 19, 20, 51, 57,73, Zico eeee oe 
passim, 105 

Charles VIII: minority of, 60-64, 165n1; 
Estates General of 1484, 72, 74, 80, 90, 
109, 112, 114; uses consultative assemblies, 
117-20; estates and treaties, 120-21; men- 
tioned, 53, 59 

Charles V, Duke of Luxembourg, Emperor, 
18, 122, 125, 131, 134-38 passim 

Charles of France, 51, 54-58 passim, 162n5 

Charles the Bold. See Burgundy, Charles 
the Bold, Duke of 

Charlotte of Savoy, 60, 61, 63, 68 

Charolais, estates of, 19, 67 

Chartres: deputies of town, 48, 54; of baili- 
wick, 79, 91 

Chasseneuz, Barthélemi de, 141 

Chinon, 47. See also Estates General of 

Christian III of Denmark, 19 

Cirey, Jean de. See Citeaux, Abbot of 

Citeaux, Jean de Cirey, Abbot of, 69, 70, 
75, 82, 95, 166n37 

Clairvaux, Pierre II de Virey, Abbot of, 70 

Claude of France, 122, 125 

Clergy: taxed, 11, 23, 26-30 passim, 34, 118, 
136, 140, 142, 145-47; assemblies of, 47— 
48, 52, 54, 118, 124, 130-31, 140, 142; in 
Estates General of 1484, 77, 106, 111; 
mentioned, 15, 16, 126 

Clermont. See Estates General of 

Cléry (Loiret), 71 

Cognac (Charente), 135 

Colbert, Jean Baptiste, 20 

Comminges, estates of, 44 

Comminges, Odet d’Aydie, Count of, 63, 
65, 69, 76, 81, 83, 90, 94, 113 

Commynes, Philippe de, Seigneur of Argen- 
ton: advises kings to secure affection of 
people, 14; estates increase power of king, 
17; relation to Estates General of 1484, 
65, 70, 72, 165n17; mentioned, 36, 55, 63, 
163-—64n29 

Compagnies d’ordonnance, 9, 41 

Concordat of 1516, 126-32 passim 

Condé, Louis I, Prince of, 10 
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Condé, Louis II, Prince of, 10 

Copenhagen, Denmark, 19 

Cotentin, 107, 108 

Cour des aides, 6, 22, 50, 74 

Seale Guillaume, Seigneur of Montreuil, 
6 

Coutances, 107 

Coutances, Geoffroy Herbert, Bishop of, 65, 
107, 108, 110, 111 

Crépy, Treaty of (1544), 140 

Croismare, Jacques de, 91 

Croy, Philippe, Seigneur of, 79, 97, 167n59 

Culant, Louis, Seigneur of, 90 


Daim, Olivier le, 113 

Dammartin, Antoine de Chabannes, Count 
of, 94 

Dauphiné: estates of, 22, 27-32 passim, 39, 
45, 50, 115, 143; deputies of, 55, 58, 70; 
clergy of, 160n52; mentioned, 5, 25, 26, 
71, 99 

Décime, 27, 30, 33, 142. See also Clergy 

Denmark, Rigsdag of, 19 

Dijon: Parlement of, 5, 176n74; Chambre 
des comptes of, 6; town of, 12, 70, 128; 
bailiwick of, 129 

Doriole, Pierre, 56 

Dunois, Francois d’Orléans, Count of, 63, 
64, 65, 76, 90, 101, 103, 168n63 

Duprat, Antoine, Chancellor, 127, 128-29, 
133, 140 

Du Tillet, Jean, 130 


Edward I of England, 16 

Edward III of England, 89 

Edward IV of England, 73 

Elus, 35, 40, 42, 50, 105, 110 

England: Parliament of, 17, 19, 121, 144; 
mentioned, 14, 16, 33, 54, 57, 113, 121, 
135, 145 

Equivalent, 27, 28, 40, 41 

Erik XIV of Sweden, 19 

Estates, local, 6, 16, 24, 58-59, 68, 71, 121, 
138 

Estates, provincial, 16, 22-27 passim, 31, 32, 
37, 38, 39-45, 48, 51, 58, 71, 104-5, 115- 
16, 118, 138, 140, 143-44; often pays 
d’élections, 160-61n65 

Estates, regional, 22-24 passim, 53. See also 
Languedoil, estates of 

Estates and treaties, 33, 43, 45-47, 58-59, 
68, 120-25, 126, 130-40, 172n22 

Estates General: attitude of people toward, 
16, 35-36; attitude of kings toward, 16- 
20, 23-25, 34-39, 133-34; list of meetings, 
Appendix; of 1421 (Clermont), 22, 24- 
Do MO mots O20 a(Paris)m2o) Ol 1424, 
(Selles), Riso Olel425 (Poitiers), iS 
of 1428 (Chinon), 29-30, 31, 35, 67; 
1439 (Orléans), 32-34, 37, 47: ‘of teas 
(Bourges), 34, 35; of 1468 (Tours), 34, 
54-58; of 1484 (Tours) : convocation and 
elections, 64-71; opening, 72-73; cahier, 
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73, 75-80, 92, 93, 96, 97, 103, 105-6, 110- 
11, 114, 166n38: question of the council, 
73, 75, 76, 80— 93, 95; organization, 74— 
Se 16747; taxation, 94-111, 114-16; 
evaluation, 112-13, , 114-16; of 1506 
(Tours), 123-25, 172ns25, 26, SOMSAz Or 
1558 (Paris), 144— 47, 176ns73, 74, 76; of 
1789 (Versailles) 8. See also Taxation 

Estouteville, Jean d’, Seigneur of Torcy, 56 

Etaples, Lefevre d’, 75 

Etaples, Treaty of (1492), 121 

Evreux, 54, 107 


Fécamp, Abbot of, 123 

Ferdinand II of Aragon and Spain, 18, 121 

Flanders, 53, 113 

Foix, estates of, 19 

Foix, Gaston IV, Count of, 76 

Foix, house of Foix-Navarre, 19 

Foix, Jean, Count of, 58, 168n63 

Fontainebleau, 9 

Forez: estates of, 43, 69; mentioned, 28, 90 

Foville, Robert de, 82 

Franc- Alleu, estates of, 39 

Franche Comté, 99 

Francis I: monarchy of, 3, 126-27; Estates 
General of 1506, 122-24; consultative as- 
semblies, 127-30; estates and _ treaties, 
130-40; mentioned, 13, 141-46 passim 

Francs-Archers, 9, 10 

Frankfort, Peace of (1489), 74 

Fronde,7, 13 


Gabardan, estates of, 19 

Gabelle, 32, 41, 42, 51, 64, 79 

Gallican Church, 64, 106, 131, 136 

Genoa, 122 

Gex, 8 

Gie, Pierre de Rohan, Marshal of, 63, 65, 81 

Gisors, 107 

Grassaille, Charles de, 141 

Grenoble: Parlement of, 5; Chambre des 
comptes of, 6 

Guines (Pas-de-Calais), 33 

Guise, 113 


Guise, Francis, Duke of, 144, 146 


Guise, Henry, Duke of, 10 

Gustav Vasa of Sweden, 19 

Guyenne: estates of, 44, 51, 143-44; deputies 
Of, 551) mentioned, 5,6, 21, 22,33) 58 

Guyenne, Duke of, 51, 54-58 passim, 162n5 


Habsburgs, 4, 122, 123, 135, 140, 145 

Habsburg-Valois Wars, 140. See also Italian 
Wars 

Henri, Jean, 74, 168n65 

Henry II: Estates General of 1558, 144-47; 
mentioned, 126, 130, 142 

Henry IV, 3, 7, 15 

Henry V of England, 21, 46 

Henry VII of England, 121 

Henry VIII of England, 17, 134, 136, 144 

Holy Roman Empire, 6, 17, 19 
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Hundred Years War, 11, 21, 24, 33, 40, 67, 
125 


Jle-de-France, 21, 83, 103, 138, 144 

Isabella of Bavaria, 21 

Isabella of Castile and Spain, 18, 121 

Issoudun (Indre), 31 

Italian Wars, 117, 118, 121, 132, 133, 136, 
143 

Italy, 3, 4 


Jeanne, daughter of Louis XI, 68 

Jean of Reims, 74, 78, 82, 93 

John II, 89 

Jouvenel des Ursins, Guillaume, 55-56 

Jouvenel des Ursins, Jean, Archbishop of 
Reims, 56, 164n36 


La Marche, Counts of, 27, 37, 42 

La Marche, estates of, 22, 26, 37, 40, 42 

La Montagne, 11 

Lances, 9, 41-44 passim, 51, 64, 96,.99, 109 

Langres, Guy Bernard, Bishop of, 56 

Languedoc: estates of, 5, 22, 26-35 passim, 
39-45 passim, 50, 114-21 passim, 134, 138, 
140, 143; deputies of, 29-30, 34, 55, 67, 
74, 84, 90-91, 103; mentioned, 5, 6, 22, 
27, 30930, 3 init 

Languedoil: estates of, 23-43 passim, 51, 
Appendix; deputies of, 34, 74, 82-85 pas- 
sim, 90, 91, 95, 98, 104; mentioned, 42, 
43, 119 

Lannes: estates of, 44, 51, 69; mentioned, 71 

Laon, 54 

La Trémoille, Louis de, 63, 113 

Lavisse, Ernest, 3 

Lavour, Jean IV de Vigier, Bishop of, 111 

Law: Roman, 6, 23, 45; customary, 6, 48, 
155n7 

Le Blanc, Mathurin Brachet, Seigneur of 
Montague, 82, 87, 168n66 

Le Fuzelier, Guillaume, 82 

Le Mans, Philippe de Luxembourg, Bishop 
of, 76, 81, 82, 83, 168n65 

Lemonnier, Henry, 3 

L’Huillier, Eustace, 123 

Limoges, 22 

Limoges, Bishop of, 67 

Limousin: estates of, 22, 26, 46, 67, 158- 
59n15; mentioned, 42 

Limousin, Bas-, estates of, 26, 27, 37 

Limousin, Haut-, estates of, 26, 27, 37, 67 

Loches, 35 

Lombez, Jean de Bilhéres-Lagraulas, Bishop 
of: life and character, 74, 168n77, 170n- 
142; president of Estates General of 1484, 
74, 78, 82-86 passim, 94-97 passim, 109, 
111 

Lorraine, Charles de Guise, Cardinal of, 
145-46 

Lorraine, René II, Duke of, 63, 76, 80, 81, 
113 

Louis IX, 60 

Louis XI; relations with nobility, 11, 34, 
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51, 54-55, 78, 80, 156n16; attempts to 
reform tax structure, 50-52; consultative 
assemblies, 52-53; Estates General of 
1468, 54-58; character, 60-61; mentioned, 
3, 4, 7, 10, 12, 14, 19, 20, 49, 61-80 passim 

Louis XII: relations with Estates General of 
1484, 60-68 passim, 72, 76, 81-93 passim, 
102, 111, 112-13, 168n63; uses consulta- 
tive assemblies, 120; uses Estates Gen- 
eral of 1506, 122-25, 172ns25, 31; men- 
tioned, 74, 75, 80, 114, 117, 121 

Lois chil 1s alba 

Lowis XLV, 3, 7, 1G, a05 

Louis XVI, 15 

Louise of Savoy, 123, 132-35 

Low Countries, 17-18, 19, 58 

Lunel (Hérault), 33 

Luxembourg, Isabella of, 79 

Luxembourg, Philippe de. See Le Mans, 
Bishop of 

Lyon: town of, 25, 26, 27, 39, 42, 43, 52- 
55 passim, 67, 110, 118-23 passim, 
158n12, 158-59n15, 171n6; estates of, 132 

Lyonnais: estates of, 28; mentioned, 28, 
42, 159n22 


Machiavelli, Niccolo, 13, 14, 66 

Macon, 67 

Maconnais, estates of, 19 

Madrid, Treaty of (1526), 135, 136-38 

Maine, 76, 78, 99 

Mandure, 7 

Marguerite of Austria, 53, 58, 59 

Marillac, family of, 11 

Marsan, estates of, 19 

Marseille, 53 

Masselin, Jean: life and character, 71-72; 
role in Estates General of 1484, 74, 75, 
78, 82-112 passim, 170n142 

Maximilian, husband of Mary of Burgundy, 
oo Emperor, (58, 59, 74, 7S ;aissai2t, 
12 

Mehun-sur-Yévre (Cher), 28 

Meulan (Seine-et-Oise), 64 

Milan, 4, 122 

Millau (Aveyron), 54, 55 

Mirandola, Pico della, 75 

Monarchy: Baroque, 3; Medieval, 3-10 
passim, 16, 38, 39; Renaissance: charac- 
teristics of, 3-13, 59, 125-27, 140-41, 
155n2; bases of power, 14-15, 156n29, 
157n33 5 use of representative institutions, 
16-20, 116; survival of, 141-44 

Montargis, 113 

Montbéliard, 7 

Montferrand, 31, 51 

Montils-les-Tours: ordonnance of (1454), 
48; chateau of, 71, 72, 84, 94, 95, 103, 
109-12 passim 

Montlucon, 28 

Montmorency, Anne, Duke of, 9, 10, 15 

Montmorency, Guillaume de, 82, 111 

Montpellier: Chambre des comptes of, 65 
Cour des aides of, 39 
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pace sce Gilbert de Bourbon, Count 
of, 121 

Moore, Treaty of (1525), 133-34, 137 
Mulhouse, 7 


Nancy, 80 

Nantes: Chambre des comptes of, 6; town 
of, 82, 113 

Naples, 4, 118, 122 

Narbonne, 25 

Navarre: kingdom of, 8, 113; estates of, 18, 
19 

Nébouzan, estates of, 19 

Nemours, Jacques d’Armagnac, Duke of: 
63; children of, 79-80, 93, 94, 97, 113 

Nemours, Jean d’Armagnac, Duke of, 121 

Nevers, 34 

Nevers, Francis I de Cléves, Duke of, 146 

Nobility: power of, 7-12 passim, 139; escape 
taxation, 11, 48, 50-52, 136-37, 142, 146; 
assemblies of, 34-35, 118, 120, 132, 138- 
39, 140, 142; mentioned, 4, 6, 14, 15, 16, 
20; 230106827 134 

Normandy: estates of, 12, 42-45 passim, 
50, 109-10, 116, 119, 121, 134, 138, 140, 
143; échiquier of, 72, 74; deputies of, 74, 
75, 82, 84, 85, 90-95 passim, 101-12 pas- 
sim; mentioned, 6, 21, 33, 54-58 passim, 
102, 103 

Noyon, Jean de Mailly, Bishop of, 55 

Noyon, Treaty of (1516), 131 


Officials, royal: numbers of, 5; seek addi- 
tional power, 7, 12-13, 15, 36, 38, 146; 
mentioned, 8, 16, 48, 50, 77 

Orange, Jean de Chalon, Prince of, 121 

Orléans: house of, 4; ordonnance of (1439), 
33-34; town of, 39, 52, 54, 65, 66, 71, 99, 
110, 117, 118, 121, 131, 134, 139; nobility 
of, 69; bailiwick of, 91. See also Estates 
General of 

Orléans, Charles, Duke of, 33 

Orléans, Charles, son of Francis I, Duke of, 


9 
Orléans, Louis, Duke of. See Louis XII 
Outre-Seine, 42, 119 


Pagés, Georges, 126 

Paris: Parlement of, 5, 11, 13, 46, 52, 70, 
72, 79, 93, 117-21 passim, 124, 128-39 
passim, 143; town of, 5, 15, 32, 38, 52, 
BS Gis 102, 110 tis, 11S, 121, 123,127, 
134-44 passim; Chambre des comptes of, 
11, 132, 135, 138, 140; University of, 52, 
58, 59, 75, 130, 131, 168n83; deputies of, 
56, 74, 132; provostship of, 66; section 
of in the Estates General of 1484, 74, 75, 
82-91 passim, 95, 101, 103; Bishop of, 
124; Treaty of (1515), 131 

Parlement, 5-6, 13, 47, 52, 120, 124, 130, 
134-40 passim, 145 

Pavia, battle of, 132, 133 

Pays d’ élections, 40; pays d’ élections often 
pays d’états, 160-61n65 
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Pélicier, Paul, 65 

Périgord, estates of, 20, 40, 51 

Périgueux, 54 

Périgueux, Geofroi de Pompadour, Bishop 
of, 65, 82 

Philip IV, 3, 16, 23 

Philip VI, 89 

Philip II of Spain, 18-19, 140 

Philip V of Spain, 18 

Philip the Good. See Burgundy, Duke of 

Picardy: deputies of, 91, 103-5 passim; 
estates of, 140; mentioned, 21, 51, 74, 99 

Piedmont, 144 

Plessis-les-Tours, 124 

Poitiers: Cour des aides, 5, 22; Parlement 
Oy Dy ZA8 Won Oh G, AS, 20, Silo BO, Bi, 
42, 67, 121; deputies of, 54. See also 
Estates General of 

Poitiers, Aymar de, Seigneur of Saint- 
Vallier, 63 

Poitou: estates of, 22, 26, 28, 43, 158n12, 
158-59n15, 159ns20, 22; mentioned, 5 

Pot, Guyot, 113 

Pot, Philippe, Seigneur de la Roche, 69, 70, 
82, 87-89, 93, 95, 111, 166n37, 168n83 

Prentout, Henri, 143 

Provence: deputies of, 55, 74; estates of, 58, 
143; mentioned, 51, 53, 80, 99, 113, 120 


Quercy, 26, 27 
Querdes, Marshal des, 64, 81, 82 
Quod omnes tangit, 23, 45 


Rebufi, Pierre, 141 

Reformation, Protestant, 11, 144, 147 
Reims, 31, 37, 113 

Rély, Jean de, 75, 87, 90-91, 93, 109 
Rémond, family of, 11 

Richard III of England, 113 


Richebourg, Count of. See Saint-Pol, 
Jacques de 

Richelieu, Cardinal, 14, 15 

Rieux, Pierre d’Absac, Bishop of, 111, 
167n60 

Riom, 28 


Rochfort, William de, Chancellor, 72-73, 
92-105 passim, 109, 111, 167n45 


. Rockefeller, John D., 12 


Rodez, 54, 55 

Rouen: Parlement of, 5, 132; Chambre des 
comptes of, 6; town of, 43, 48, 53, 72, 
107, 110, 116, 121, 123, 128, 134, 139, 140, 
144, 145; bailiwick of, 71, 107, 108; 
deputies of, 107-8, 134, 139, 140 

Rouergue: dioceses of, 25; deputies of, 26, 
28, 30; 355 estates) of, 27,35, 39; 67; 
mentioned, 33, 55 

Roussillon, 74, 99 

Rouvres (Meurthe-et-Moselle), 70 


Saint-Jean d’Angély, 53 
Saint-Omer, 125 
Saintonge, estates of, 22 
Saint-Pol, Jacqueline de, 79 


182 


Saint-Pol, Jacques de, Count of Riche- 
bourg, 63, 81 

Saint-Pol, Louis de Luxembourg, Count of, 
76 

Saint-Pourgain (Allier), 34 

Saint-Quentin, 144 

Saint-Romans, 70 

Salm, 7 

Sarrverden, 7 

Sault, 7 

Savoy, Amedée IX, Duke of, 54 

Savoy, Charlotte of. See Charlotte 

Savoy, Louise of. See Louise 

Seine et Yonne, estates north of, 32 

Selles, 27. See also Estates General of 

Selve, President de, 137 

Senlis: town of, 54; Treaty of (1493), 121 

Seyssel, Claude de, 140-41, 147 

Somme Region, estates of, 51 

Spain: Cortes of, 18-19; mentioned, 4, 111, 
135, 136, 144 

Stuart, Mary, 144 

Sully, Maximilien de Béthune, Duke of, 15 

Sweden, Riksdag of, 19 


Taille, 22, 28-34 passim, 39-44 passim, 50, 
51, 64, 99-109 passim, 114-19 passim, 127, 
169n110, 171n10. See also Taxation 

Taxation: consented to by provincial 
estates, 22-39 passim, 39-45, 48, 115-16; 
by towns, 22-39 passim, 42, 43, 48, 144, 
175n64, 137, 146-47; by Estates General 
and estates of Languedoil, 23-39, 77, 79, 
94-116, 145-47; attempts to reform, 50- 
52, 118-19, 171n10; ransom of Francis I, 
138-40; mentioned, 11, 17, 22, 117, 118, 
127, 142, 146. See also Aides, Décime, 
Equivalent, Taille 

Thirty Years War, 10 

Thomas, Antoine, 33, 143 
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Toulouse: Parlement of, 5, 12, 22, 30, 39, 
41; town of, 25, 29, 66, 145 

Touraine: estates of, 22, 26, 43, 69, 158n15; 
assembly of nobility of, 139; mentioned, 
12, 28 

Tournai, 121 

Tours: town of, 25, 31, 43, 47, 52, 53, 69, 70, 
121, 134, 162n90; deputies of, 35, 36, 128. 
See also Estates General of 

Towns: taxation of, 23, 24, 26, 37, 38, 39, 
42, 43, 51, 118, 137-47 passim, 175n64; 
assemblies of, 52-53, 117-18, 126, 127-30, 
142; ratify treaties, 59, 120, 121, 126, 131, 
134, 172n30; send representatives to king, 
142-43; mentioned, 7, 8, 14, 15 

Trésorier de France, 6 

Troyes: Treaty of (1420), 46; town of, 128, 
129, 144-45, 147 

Turenne, Henri de La Tour d’Auvergne, 
Viscount of, 10 


Valence, Louis de Poitiers, Bishop of, 55 

Valencia, 18 

Velay, 114 

Venaissin, 7 

Vendome, Charles de Bourbon, Duke of, 
132, 136-37, 138 

Vendome, Frangois de Bourbon, Count of, 
121 

Venetian Ambassador reports, 13, 14, 15, 
127, 140 

Vermandois, 66, 103 

Versailles, 15, 143 

Vincennes, assembly of, 45 

Viry, Jacques de, judge of Forez, 98, 112 


Wars of Religion, 6, 7, 13, 19, 141, 142 
Wolsey, Thomas, Archbishop of York, 
Cardinal, 134 
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